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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THERE ARE ALREADY over 20 cases in the list for Mr. Justice 
Srratune’s first vacation sitting on Wednesday, the 18th inst. 





Ir 13 AT PRESENT arranged that the Vacation Judge will sit in 
the Queen’s Bench Chambers on Tuesdays and Thursdays, com- 
mencing Tuesday, August 17, and will take counsels’ summonses 
at 10.30, and ordinary summonses at 11,30. 





Ir roe memBeERS Of the legal profession had good cause of com- 
plaint in the delay which occurred in the issuing of the long- 
promised new scale of solicitors’ costs in bankruptcy, they at least 
will recognize in the scale which has now been approved by the 
proper authorities a fair and generous attempt to meet their just 
complaints about the meagreness of the scale heretofore in 
operation. We have much pleasure in paying our tribute to the 
care which has been bestowed upon the work, and we hope that 
the interpretation which will hereafter be put upon the scale by 
the different taxing masters will be such as, while protecting 
bankrupts’ estates from being eaten up by —— costs, will, 
at the same time, give proper remuneration to the legal profes- 
sion for the work and attention required in the conduct of bank- 
ru roceedings. There is no doubt that, under the Act of 
1869, it was in the very small estates that the costs of proceedings 
—especially in the preliminary stages—pressed most heavily, and 
this was one of the most telling indictments against the working 
of that Act, which caused the Legislature and the authorities to 
apply themselves most rigorously to remedy the evil complained 
of, with the result, common in such cases, of running to the 
opposite extreme, and creating an undeserved hardship upon all 
members of the profession. It was littie wonder, then, that, at 
the very outset, the present Act was received but coldly by the 
profession generally, though we are far from admitting that this, 
in any great degree, accounts for the falling off of the number of 
bankruptcy petitions which has taken place since the present Act 
came into operation, as compared with din (including liquidations 
and compositions) under the late Act. To admit such a thing 
would be to pay a poor compliment to the honour of the profession, 
though it might be considered a high one to its power. As the 
seale has not yet been published, we postpone detailed comment 
on its provisions. 





In tHe case of Husley v. West London Railway Co. (L. R. 17 
Q. B. D. 373) the Lord Chief Justice protests against certain 
decisions of the Court of Appeal by which they held that the 
exercise of a judge’s jurisdiction to , ewes a successful litigant of 
costs where an action is tried by a jury is, to some extent, subject 
to appeal. We say to some extent because, as we understand the 
decision cf the Court of Appeal in Jones v. Curling (L. R. 13 
Q. B. D. 262), that court did not assert that they could overrule 
the judge’s discretion whenever they disagreed with it, but merely 
that, as a condition precedent to his jurisdiction, there must be 
some facts which might conceivably, from a reasonable point of 
view, constitute “good cause.” This distinction is, no doubt, apt 
to run fine in particular cases, just as does the distinction between 
**no evidence” and “ againat the weight of evidence,” but it is, 
nevertheless, a valid distinction. 1t is obvious, for instance, on 
the one hand, that, if a judge alleged as a reason for depriving a 
successful plaintiff of costs the fact that he wore a beard, there 


= 


would not be good cause shewn ; on the other hand, matters might 
be suggested as to which it would be quite possible that of two 
reasonable persons one would think that such a matter was a 
sufficient cause for depriving of costs, the other that it was not. 
For instance, if a judge alleged as a reason for depriving of costs 
the fact that a plaintiff, having claimed £10,000 only, recovered a 
farthing, one would say that would be clearly good cause shewn ; 
but at which particular the small amount of damages might 
cease to constitute ‘‘ good cause” it would be often difficult exactly 
to say. There must be a dividing line. In a particular case one judge 
might not unreasonably put it at one amount, another might not 
unreasonably put it atanother. Within certain limits it would not 
be unreasonable for an appeal court to say that good cause might 
be shewn, though they themselves would not have thought it good 
enough to act upon. We cannot help appreciating the practical 
difficulty and even absurdity that may sometimes arise, but that may 
result from the Rule of Court having attempted to do whatis extremely 
difficult—viz., to give the judge at the trial a very wide and free 
discretion, and at the same time to impose some limitation upon 


it. It does not follow that the Court of Appeal’s decision was 
wrong. A precisely similar difficulty and absurdity has occurred 
over and over again in negligence cases where it is argued that 
there is no evidence of negligence, but not that the finding of the 
that there was negligence is against the 


jury on the evidence 
evidence. 





Tue supement of the Lord Chief Justice in the above-mentioned 
case is certainly a masterly performance as a piece of judicial 
polemics. We doubt whether the style and spirit of his attack on 
the judgment of a superior court is quite in accordance with 
ordinary traditions, but the combined subtlety and force of much 
that he says are very striking, and make the judgment extremely 
fine reading. Weare not convinced, however, of the correctness 
of his conclusion. It seems to us that the tendency of his judg- 
ment is adroitly to run together two considerations which are 
really separate ; one being the question What is the true construc- 
tion of the rule ? the other, What the proper rule on the sabject 
would be? It is quite possible that the construction which gives 
the Court of Appeal a control over the question what constitutes 
* good cause’? may lead to all sorts of difficulties, and even, in 
some cases, al ai ll 9S wing bes Sn Oe 
proper construction. It seems to us that Lord Chief Justi 
almost entirely ignores this side of the question. No judge more 
constantly observes than he, with regard to the construction of 
statutes, that the duty of a judge is to take the language as he 
finds it, and not to make the law. But it seems to us that the 
weak point of his judgment is that his construction appears to give 
no practical or substantial effect to the words ‘‘for good cause.” 
It is impossible, as it seems to us, to deny that, according to his 
view, they have no effect whatever. If the meaning was that the 
judge was to have an absolute discretion, why should not the rule 
have said so in terms, as is done just before, in the first part of the 
rule, with regard to non-jury cases? It is very material to observe 
that the words in question occur in the part of the rule which 
gives the costs, when the case is tried by a jury, asa general rule, 
to the successful litigant. It seems tv us plain, almost to 
demonstration, that the framers of the rules must have meant 
something else than that the judge was, in such cases, to have an 
absolute discretion. If that is admitted, it seems to us that, even 
though the results should often involve absurdity, y i 
ultimately to the conclusion arrived at by the Court of Appeal. 
One of the arguments of the Lord Chief Justice is that, in every 
case of a judicial discretion, it is necessarily implied that there must 
be good cause, and yet that does not import that there shall be an 
appeal, and therefore there is no reason the same thing when 


should import an appeal. With the greatest Tempest 





this argument seems to us more ingenious than solid. It is quite 
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true that it can never be meant to be implied that a judicial dis- 
cretion is to be exercised for bad cause, and in this sense it is true 
that it may be said to be implied that the judge is to exercise it for 
good cause, but it does not seem to us to follow that, when it is 
expressly stated that the judge is to act on good cause, the effect is 
practically the same. The very fact that it is so expressly stated 
seems to us, as a matter of probability, to shew that something more 
was, in fact, meant. It seems idle to say that the costs shall follow 
the verdict of the jury if it was meant to say that the judge 
should have an absolute and unfettered power to say how they 
shall go. That would be taking away with one hand everything 
that is given with the other. It seems to us, therefore, that, even 
if all that the Lord Chief Justice says as to the expediency of 
giving the judge who hears the case an unfettered diseretion must 
be admitted, it does not follow, having regard to the very peculiar 
language of the rules, that his construction of them is tenable. 
But we are not so sure that considerations of expediency are all on 
one side. Our judges havea deservedly high reputation for judicial 
qualities, but the best of judges are not absolutely and entirely 
exempt on all occasions from the effects of idiosyncracies, pre- 
possessions, and defects of temper, and it is, after all, a very strong 
proposition that there should be an absolute and unqualified dis- 
cretion to deprive a successful litigant of the costs of the litigation 
without appeal. 





Wuen wit the learned occupants of the bench achieve the feat 
of expressing their judgments in such a manner as not to raise 
graver doubts upon the construction of provisions in Acts of Par- 
hament than the doubts they are, for the time being, called upon 
to decide? This problem has been suggested by the case of Hz 
parte Hubbard, Re Hardwicke, which came before the Court of Appeal 
on Saturday last, and which is reported in another column. Ina 
previous case of Ex parte Parsons, Re Townsend (34 W. R. 329, 
L. R. 16 Q B. D. 532), it was held that a document containing a 
licence to take immediate possession of goods, but without any 
actual it of the goods, as security for an advance of money, 
was a bill of sale within the Bills of Sale Acts, 1878 and 1882. 
Such a document, therefore, not being ‘“‘in accordance with the 
form” prescribed by the Act of 1882, was held to be void under 
section 9 of that Act. The decision, as thus succinetly stated, 
seems clear enough, and hardly possible te be misunderstood. But 
that it has been very much misunderstood is evident from what 
has occurred in Ex parte Hubbard. In that case it was sought to 
set aside a security by way of actual pledge and deposit of goods 
at the time of the making of an advance, because such pledge was 
accompanied by a document setting out the terms upon which the 
advance was made and the goods were deposited, and thecase of Ex 

rte Parsons was relied upon in support of that contention. The 
i dtinetion inction between a mere licence or power to take possession and 
an actual deposit seems too clear and important to admit of any 
doult upon the point, and it is satisfactory to find the Court of 
Agee upholding the transaction, and laying down a clear 





that an actual pledge, although accompanied by a written 
doeument, does not come within the Bills of Sale Acts. Yet we 
find that both the county court judge and a divisional court con- | 
sidered themselves bound by the decision in Ex parte Parsons to 
decide that the fact of the terms of am advance and pledge 
being reduced to writing brought the case within those Acts, though 
it is but right to say that Poriocx, B., ex his own strong 
opinion to the contrary. And it is only when we come to 
examine the language used by the judges of the Court of Appeal 
when delivering j in Ez parte Parsons, that we cease to 
wonder how the misunderstanding has arisen. Lord Esurn, M.R., 
begins his judgment in that case with these words, “ Whatever 
the verbal agreement between Townsend and Parsons may have 
been, the terms of it were reduced into writing by the document 
A the 7th of August. That being so, we cannot look at anything 
but the writing” Vurther on he adds, “ It scems to me that the 
words of section 9 strike at all documents which give a security 
upm goods for the payment of money, and I take it the Legisla- 
tare imtendel to say, if you cannot make your agreement by a 
docament in the form specified in the schedule, you shall not be 
abic to make it by amy document ct all” And he concludes os 
follows :— 14 my opinion this legislation is very harsh 





looters A money m the wcutity of goods. But it was necessary | 





to protect some borrowers from the devices of unscrupulous 
money-lenders, and the Act applies to all lenders. This document, 
therefore, cannot be relied upon for any purpose, and the taking 
possession of the goods by Parsons was not authorized by any 
document at which the court is entitled to look.” Luyotey, LJ, 
also concludes his judgment in these words, ‘‘ Section 9 of the 
Act of 1882 avoids every document by which goods are made a 
security for a debt, unless it is made in accordance with the 
prescribed form, if it is not one of the excepted classes of docu- 
ments; and I think the true construction of section 9 is that, if 
the transaction is not expressed in the statutory form and does not 
fall within the exceptions, it is void.”” And, finally, Lorrs, L.J., 
remarks, ‘‘I say without any hesitation that, by the Act of 1882, 
the Legislature intended to enact, and did enact, that all docu- 
ments giving security upon goods for the payment of money 
(other fhan those excepted) should loyally follow the form pre- 
scribed in the schedule; and that, if they did not in substance 
comply with that form, they should be void.” Seeing the mis. 
understandings to which the use of language of so wide a 
character in the endeavour to lay down broad a gives rise, 
it may be respectfully asked whether a little less disquisition and 
a little more careful interpretation of the law would not have been 
more serviceable ? 





Tue pecision of the Court of Appeal in the great ‘‘ rat case” 
(Pandorf § Co. v. Hamilton, Fraser, § Co.) has been awaited with 
a good deal of interest in the mercantile world. It seems not 
improbable that the question will be carried to the House of 
Lords, for there are important interests affected by it, the 
nature of which may be surmised from taking in the converse 
sense the remark in one of the judgments that ‘it may be at 
least considered probable (subject always to any question of usage 
or construction) that if a loss is not due to a peril of the sea 
within the meaning of a policy of insurance, neither will it be 
due to a peril of the sea within the meaning of the ordinary bill 
of lading.” The action was brought by shippers of rice for 
damage done to it in the course of carriage in the defendants’ 
ship. The rice was shipped under bills of lading which contained 
an exception of “dangers and accidents of the seas.’ During 
the voyage rats gnawed through a metal pipe connected with the 
bath-room, and the sea-water, escaping from the pipe, damaged 
the rice. The question was whether this damage was caused by a 
“danger and accident of the sea.” Lord Justice Lorzs, before 
whom the action was tried at Liverpool, held, on further considera- 
tion, that it was. He thought that ‘a loss arising from some inevit- 
able accident at sea whereby sea water enters and damages goods is 
a ‘ danger or accident of the seas’ within the exception. Where the 
effective cause is beyond human control, and, in consequence, salt 
water enters which damages goods, it is an ‘ accident of the sea’ 
within the meaning of the contract of affreightment and the true 
intention of the parties. Here it is a sea damage occurring at 
sea, and nobody’s fault.” The Court of Appeal have unanimously 
reversed this decision, though on different grounds. Lord Esner 


| holds that “‘ perils of the sea” mean perils to which vessels are 


exposed by reason of their being on the sea. The damage done 
by the rats was not peculiar to the sea, or caused by the sea. 
True the rats let in the sea, but such letting in was not cause, 
but effect. Lords Justices Bowen and Fry proceeded on the 
ground that a loss could not be due to ‘‘ perils of the seas” which 
a reasonable exercise of skill on the oy of the shipowner could 
have averted. In the present case the shipowner had not shewn 
that the presence of rats was inevitable, and not due to any defect 
in the ship or his own carelessness. They did not consider it 
necessary to decide what would be the result “in the somewhat 
improbable case of a shipowner who succeeded én proving that the 
presence of rats that have caused mischief by leakage to the cargo 
was neither due to any defect in the reasonable condition of his 
ship, nor a matter which, by reasonable precautions, could have 
been prevented.” 





The City Prew states that the tion of London, the Livery 
Companies, ani the Inns of Court contributed £598,000 of the £695,000 
forming the firet year’s tice of the new five per cent, duty on cor- 
porate bodies, 
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CONCERNING SEARCHES. 
(I.) INTRODUCTORY OBSERVATIONS. 


‘Dan er to Purchasers.—No purchaser of land can safely pay his 


purchase-money. Some of our readers may be startled by this 
statement, but it is strictly true. Conveyancers have been under 
the impression that, in the absence of actual fraud—a danger that 
no law can guard against—a purchaser who had taken all the pre- 
cautions adopted by prudent people would be safe. But this con- 
fidence has been rudely shaken by Re Pope (34 W. R. 645, 
on app., 34 W. R. 693). Fortunately, owing to the honesty and 
integrity of solicitors as a class, it is but rarely that a purchaser 
is defrauded. But it may easily happen that, without any negli- 
gence on the part of the purchaser or his solicitor, or any fraud on 
the part of the vendor, the purchaser may lose the whole or part 
of his purchase-money. 

This may occur in three ways— 

(1) The land may have been taken in execution immediately 
before completion, a fact of which the vendor may not be 
ware, and which it is barely possible for the purchaser to 
scertain, in which case the purchaser may lose the whole 
of his purchase-money. 
(2) The land may be subject to some statutory charge which 
does not require registration, such as a charge in favour of 
a landlord under the Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 
18838, of which the vendor is, as he well may be, ignorant. 
(3) The land may be subject to a registered charge which has 
not been searched for owing tothe expense of making every 
possible search, which in small transactions is prohibitory. 

Responsibility of Solicitors.—The responsibility of the solicitor 
has been very much increased of late years owing to the number of 
statutes that have been passed creating charges which acquire 
validity by registration, as it is his strict duty to search for all 
these charges. Many of our readers will be surprised to hear that 
there are at least ten different registries that ought to be searched 
for sewage, drainage, or improvement rent-charges or other charges 
of a similar nature. A solicitor who omits to make any of the 
proper searches may render himself liable for negligence (Cooper v. 
Stephenson, 21 L. J. N.S, Q. B. 292), where by ‘‘ proper searches’’ 
are meant those which ought to be made according to the usual 

ractice of the profession. As we shall point out, the question 
Sow far searches ought to be carried back is sometimes a ques- 
tion of some doubt, and it appears to be highly desirable that some 
authoritative decision on the point should citained, or, perhaps, 
that a statute should be passed protecting solicitors who carry back 
their searches for the time thereby prescribed, notwithstanding that 
a search carried back further might have discovered some dealings 
with the property. It is further desirable to cause all charges of 
the nature above mentioned to be registered in one office, with 
provision for official searches. 

Remuneration of Solicitors.—In connection with this subject we 
may point out that, partly, at least, owing to the number of offices 
that have to be searched, the expense of making all the searches 
that can possibly be required is very great—we heard lately of a 
case where the expense of searching in Middlesex alone amounted 
to £30—and the result is that the purchaser’s solicitor, whose 
remuneration now often depends on the amount of the purchase- 
money, is in this dilemma: if he makes complete searches he may, 
when the purchase-money, and therefore his remuneration, is 
small, spend so much in the costs of searching as to leave little or 
nothing for himself, or, on the other hand, if he neglects to make 
sufficient searches, and consequently his client incurs a loss, he may 
find himself a defendant in an action for negligence. ‘‘Jncidit in 
Scyllam qui vult vitare Charybdin.” 

Non-registered Kxecution.—Tho practical risk of a purchaser 
being defeated by the land being delivered in execution immediately 
before completion must be but small, as Re Pope is the only 
reported ease in which it has happened, In Je Pope tho “ delivery 
in execution” was the appointment of a receiver; but the same 
result might happen by “ delivery in execution” under an eleyit, 
a matter which is abulatele devoid of publicity, and possibly by 
other proceedings. It will be observed that, as land can be deli- 
vered in exeoution without tho writ or order being registered, 
there is no certain means of discovering what has happened. 
Inquiry can be mado of tho under-sheriff whether he has executed 





any writ of elegit, an inquiry that he appears not to be bound to 
answer, but which he will probably answer as a matter of 
courtesy ; but there appears to be no means of ascertaining whether 
a receiver has been appointed. 

Nature of Searches.—Searches may be required for different 
purposes—(1) to obtain proof of a fact which may be proved 
aliunde, such as a birth or marriage; (2) for the purpose of ascer- 
taining whether an assurance has been registered or imrolled where 
it acquires validity or priority by registration or inrolment, such 
as searches for a disentailing assurance; and (3) for ascertaining 
the existence of some statutory charge which acquires validity 
by registration, such as a drainage or improvement rent-charge. 

Frame of Articles—We are not aware of the existence of any 
complete treatise on searches; we therefore intend to publish a 
series of articles in which we shall discuss the subject with much 
detail. We shall not, however, discuss searches of the first 
class above mentioned ; we shall discuss some of those of the 
second class, and we shall discuss of those of the third class 
which we have been able to discover. We have made inquiries 
from public officials and from members of both branches of the 
profession, to whom we beg to tender our thanks for the readiness 
with which they have answered our inquiries. But still it is pos- 
sible that there may be some searches not commonly required 
which have escaped us. Should this be the case we shall be 
grateful to any correspondent who will supply our deficiency. In 
discussing searches we find it necessary to discuss executions and 
the nature of some charges which do not require registration, and 
which, for that reason, are very dangerous to purchasers. We 
shall commence our series of articles by discussing some of the 
less known searches. We shall then dives the effect of non- 
registered executions, and afterwards we shall treat of the better 
known searches. 

General Remarks on Searches.—The principal searches are those 
for judgments, executions, lis pendens, Crown debts, and account- 
ships, annuities, sewage, drainage, and improvement rent-charges, 
the county register if the property is situated in a register county, 
the court rolls if the pro is copyhold. It is impossible to 
know what searches should be made, against whom they should be 
made, and how far back they should be carried in any particular 
case without a somewhat minute knowledge of the law applicable 
to them—knowledge that is, in our experience, very rare. 

Inquiry from Vendor's Solicitor.—It was at one time the very 
convenient practice to inquire whether the vendor or his solicitor was 
aware of any matter not appearing on the abstract, which if not 
disclosed to the purchaser would prevent him from having a good 
title according to the contract, free from incumbrances Dart Vv. 
& P. 450) ; Solomon v Davey (19 Soxrcrrors’ Jovanat, 715); but 
it has been decided that he is not bound to answer such a requisi- 
tion: Re Furdand Hill (L. BR. 10 Ch. D. 365). It is, however, 
still the practice to inquire from the vendor's solicitor as to the 
existence of certain statutory charges, even though they might be 
found by searches—such, for example, as drainage rent-charges : 
and it is the practice for him to answer to the best of his kaow- 
ledge. It must, however, be remembered that the business connected 
with the creation of a charge of this nature does not necessarily 
pass through the hands of a solicitor. The landowner may himself, 
or through his steward, apply to some company whose business it 
is to improve land, so that the answer from a vendor's solicitor as 
to his knowledge is not necessarily conclusive. Again, it must be 
remembered that, if the landowner employed a solicitor on the 
occasion of the creation of the charge, he may have subsequently 
changed his solicitor, in which case the new solicitor may be 
unacquainted with the existence of the charge. 

Conclusion —We are of opinion—our readers will judge for 
themselves whether we are right or not—that the state of things 
which we have described is dangerous to the public, and puts 
solicitors into an awkward position, and that the law urgently 
requires amendment. There is a great opportunity for the Lord 
Chancellor to distinguish himself asa law reformer. By making 
the reforms that we have — he will get no thanks from 
party politicians, who will Ee bly think that he is dealieg with 
a mere conveyancer’s crotchet; he will get no thanks from the 
public, who are quite incompetent to understand the danger that 
they are in; but he will the warm approval of al! those who, 
from being conversant with the sale and purchase of land, are alle 
to form an opinion. 
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DEATH WITHOUT LEAVING ISSUE. 


Axx cases of construction are difficult. None is more difficult than 
to construe a gift over on death ‘‘ without leaving issue,” which 
must not be confounded with death ‘‘ without issue.” 

Suppose that there is a trust for A., with remainder for his 
children, either generally or at twenty-one, &c., with a gift over if 
A. dies “without leaving issue,” there is an inconsistency 
between the gift to the children and the gift over. A child may 
attain a vested interest during A.’s lifetime ; but all A.’s children 
may die during his lifetime, so that the gift over, if construed 
according to the ordinary meaning of the words, takes away the 
interests already given to the children in the earlier part of the 
deed. We must now resort to the general rule of construction 
which provides that, where the ordinary meaning of the words is 
excluded by the context, we must affix to them some secondary 
meaning which will enable us to extract a consistent meaning 
from the whole instrument. It will be observed that A. cannot 
“leave” issue except he has had a child, so that ‘‘ leaving issue ” 
may bear the meaning of “having had a child who attained a 
vested interest,’”’ and if we affix this meaning to “leaving issue”’ 
the inconsistency vanishes; and, accordingly, this construction is 
always adopted, the effect being that children of A. who attain 
vested interests during his lifetime are not liable to have those 
interests divested by their deaths during his lifetime. The cases 
where this rule—which applies both to realty and personalty, to 
deeds and to wills, and which is sometimes called the rule in 
Maitland v. Chalie—has been employed will be found in 2 Jarm. 
200, 828; Theobald, 492; E. N. & C. Interp. 403. The rule does 
not apply in cases where the primary gift is to children who 
survive the parent (Theobald, 493) ; though, even in this case, the 
language of the gift over may be such as to shew that children 
who die before the parent are to take (E. N. & C. Interp. 403). 

We have now to consider the meaning of an absolute gift, fol- 
lowed by a gift over if the donee die “‘ without leaving issue.” 
In wills before 1838, ‘‘death without leaving issue’? was con- 
strued, as to real estate, to mean an indefinite failure of issue, so 
as to vest an estate tail in the first taker, whether the gift was to 
him simply or to him and his heirs, and, as to personal estate, to 
mean failure of issue at his death, so that he took absolutely 
subject to a gift over on his leaving no issue at his death; but in 
either case the context might readily shew that the words ‘‘ with- 
out leaving issue” were to bear some different meaning (see the 
cases collected 2 Jarm. 498; Theobald on Wills, 500; Fearne 
C. R. 474; and the notes to Forth v. Chapman, Tudor L. C. R. P.). 
It is not easy to see the reason for the construction adopted in the 
case of realty; possibly it may have arisen owing to the strong 
leaning of the judges of the olden time in favour of making land 
readily merchantable, as it will be observed that the owner of 
an estate tail could dispose of the fee, while the owner of a fee 
with an executory gift over could not have done so; or, possibly, 
it may be an example of the rule that no limitation shall be 
construed as an executory devise if it can be construed as a 
remainder: Walter v. Drew (Com. Rep. 372). On the other 
hand, in the case of personalty, as a gift over after an in- 
definite failure of issue would have been too remote, there was 
a strong reason for giving to the words their strict meaning. 

The construction of ‘‘death without leaving issue,” as applied 
to realty, is different in wills after 1837, as it is provided by 
the Wills Act (1 Vict. c. 26, s. 29) that words which may 
import an indefinite failure of issue of the propositus, or failure 
during his life or at his death, shall mean failure of issue at 
death, except when they introduce a remainder after a prior 
estate tail, or where they are construed by the rule first stated in 
this article. It appears to follow that—if, in a will since 1837, 
real estate be devised to A. and his heirs, or to A. indefinitely, 
with a limitation over to take effect on the death of A. without 
leaving issue—A. will not, as before, take an estate tail with 
remainder over, but an estate in fee with an executory devise over 
in the event of his death without issue living at his death; and 
that the contruction of a gift of personalty to A., with a gift over, 
on his death without leaving issue, to B., will remain the same 
as it was before the Act (see Hawkins on Wills, p. 215). 

In White v. Hight (L. R. 12 Ch. D. 751) there was a devise, 
since the Wills Act, to A. for life with remainder to B. for life, 





with a gift over “‘if B. shall happen to die before A., or without 
leaving any issue.” 3B. survived A. and had a child; it was held 
by Bacon, V.C., that B.’s interest had become absolute—in other 
words, that ‘‘death without leaving issue’? must be construed ag 
‘death without having had issue.” The decision proceeded on 
the grounds (1) that a vested interest is not to be divested by an 
ambiguous expression ; (2) that death without leaving issue is an 
ambiguous expression. The second of these grounds appears to 
be erroneous. The learned judge seems to have confounded an 
ambiguous expression—i.e., one which bears two equally probable 
meanings—with one which, in addition to its ordinary, may bear a 
secondary meaning. He forgot that it was his duty to have placed 
on the words their common ordinary meanings, unless such mean- 
ings were excluded by circumstances or the context. On examina- 
tion it will be found that all the cases cited in White v. Hight as 
to the meaning of the phrase are cases falling under the rule first 
mentioned in this article—i.e., cases in which a secondary meaning 
was affixed to the words because their primary meaning did not fit 
with the rest of the instrument. The case has been strongly dis- 
approved of in 2 Jarman, 825, 826. It should be observed that 
the Wills Act was not referred to, and that, as, under the old law, 
‘death of B. without leaving issue” could have been construed 
to mean the indefinite failure of B.’s issue, this Act appears to 
require “without leaving issue” to be construed as “ without 
leaving issue living at the death of B.” It cannot be denied that 
the decision in White v. Hight has thrown the whole matter into 
confusion, and it is much to be hoped that the question will be 
carried before the Court of Appeal on the next occasion that it 
arises. 

It should, perhaps, be observed that in a deed a limitation in fee 
simple is not cut down to an estate tail by a gift over without leaving 
issue (E. N. & C. Interp., p. 250, citing Olivant v. Wright, L. R. 
9 Ch. D. 646). 








LEGISLATION OF THE SESSION. 


REVISING BARRISTERS. 


49 & 50 Vict. c. 42.—AN ACT FOR AMENDING THE LAW AS TO THE 
APPOINTMENT OF REVISING BARRISTERS IN ENGLAND. 


This Act repeats, with certain alterations, the temporary Act of last 
year, which was passed to clear up a doubt arising upon the 28th sec- 
tion of the Parliamentary Registration Act, 1843, on the question 
whether the Lord Chief Justice of England or whether any, and what 
other judges had the power of appointing revising barristers as being 
‘* the senior judge for the time being in the Commission of Assize,” 
a question which could only be solved in our opinion in favour of the 
Lord Chief Justice. This not having been the intention of the 
Legislature, the present Act provides that ‘‘ the senior judge named 
in the Commission of Assize for the counties within any circuit, who 
actually travels that circuit or eny part thereof during the summer 
circuit in any year” (herein following the Act of 1885) ‘‘ or such other 
judge, if any, as may be arranged by the judges going the summer 
circuit’ (herein adding to the Act of 1885) shall be the judge to 
make the appointments on circuit. The Act also provides that the 
revisers appointed on circuit shall be appointed to act for all the 
counties and boroughs within the circuit, and that additional bar- 
risters may be appointed by a judge in chambers if; at any time after 
September 5, it should be made to appear to a Secretary of State that 
the number originally appointed on circuit was insufficient. These 
latter provisions are taken from the Redistribution of Seats Act, 1835, 
8. 29 sub-sections (1) and (4), with the variation that under that section 
the judge in chambers himself had to decide on the necessity of the 
appointment. Remuneration—oddly enough omitted in the legisla- 
tion of 1885—is provided atjthe rate of five guineas a day and three 
guineas a day for travelling expenses ‘‘so however that he” (any 
additional barrister so appointed) ‘‘shall not receive more than two 
hundred guineas,’” 


IDIOTS. 


49 & 50 Vicor. c. 25,—AN ACT FOR GIVING FACILITIES FOR THE CARE, 
EDUCATION, AND TRAINING OF IDIOTS AND IMBECILES. 


Of the three Bills introduced by Lord Herschell last session, the 
Consolidating Lunacy Bill, the Lunacy Amendment Bill, and the 
Idiots Bill, the last is the only one which has passed, and now bears 
the title of the Idiots Act, 1886. Hitherto, with the exception of the 
statute De Prerogativd Regis, the statute law has made but little dis- 
tinction between idiots and lunatics, both these classes of insane per- 
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sons being dealt with almost indiscriminately by the voluminous 
Lunacy Acts which have been from time to time. The presen 
Act draws a clear distinction, the 17th section providing that “‘ idiots” 


or “‘imbeciles” do not include lunatics, and that “lunatic” does not | ( 


mean or include idiot or imbecile. The Act provides for the separate 
registration of all ‘‘ hospitals, institutions, and licensed houses” for 
the care of idiots, without which registration no idiot or imbecile ma 
be admitted therein. Idiots under age may be admitted into suc 
houses on the certificate of a medical practitioner and a statement b 
parents or guardians in forms scheduled to the Act, and when of 

age may be retained “‘ with the consent in writing of the Com- 
missioners of L .’ Tdiots after full age may also be admitted 
upon certificates and statements. It is also provided that, when any 
idiot or imbecile is first admitted, notice of his reception is to be sent 
to the Lunacy Commissioners by the superintendent of the admitting 
institution, such notice to specify his ‘‘ name and age, and the names 
and addresses of the persons placing him in such institution, and that 
he is alleged to be capable of deriving benefit from the treatment to 
be received therein.” By section 11 all provisions of any Lunacy Act 
relating to registration, to orders, certificates, or reports necessary for 
the reception, detention, or treatment of lunatics, and to the care and 
visitation of lunatics, are not to apply to institutions registered under 
the Act, the reason for this being that the Act itself contains and 
applies to idiots only such parts of the Lunacy Acts as are applicable 
to idiots, and have hitherto applied indiscriminately to idiots and 
lunatics. 





DAMAGE BY RIOTS. 


49 & 50 Vict. o. 388.—An Act To ProvIDE COMPENSATION FOR 
Losses BY RIOTs. 


Compensation having been specially provided by the Metropolitan 
Police Compensation Act, 1886 (49 Vict. c. 11) for the damage done 
‘on the 8th of February last” to ‘‘certain houses and shops in the 
Metropolitan Police District and in the City of London by persons 
taking part in a riot,” the passing of a general statute having the 
same object of providing more just compensation than that provided 
by the consolidating ‘“‘ Hundred Act” of 1827 (7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 31), 
became only a matter of time. The present Riot Damages Act, 
1886, which passed through Parliament with little or no amendment, 
and follows pretty closely, in its main provisions, the Metropolitan 
Police Compensation Act, effects most important changes in the law. 
Section 2, sub-section 1, enacts that— 

Where a house, shop, or building in any police district has been injured 
or destroyed, or the property therein has been injured, stolen, or destroyed, 
by any persons riotously and tumultuously assembled together, . . . 
compensation . . shall be paid out of the police rate of such dis- 
trict to any person who has sustained loss by such injury, stealing, or 
destruction; but in fixing the amount of such compensation regard 
shall be had to the conduct of the said on, whether as respects the 
precautions taken by him, or as respects his being a party or accessory to 
such riotous or [sic] tumultuous assembly, or as regards any provocation 
offered to the persons assembled or otherwise. 


Here are four great chan The compensating area is changed 
from the Meee 5 to the police district ; compensation is newly am 
for theft ; it is no longer necessary for any felonious act to be com- 
mitted ; and the conduct of the sufferer is to be taken into account 
in respect of (1) his precautions, (2) his guilt, and (3) his provoca- 
tion. Of these three the second is reasonable enough; while the 
first and third are open to much criticism. Suppose, for instance, 
during the elections recently concluded, an enthusiastic supporter of 
one of the candidates had p ed his windows with solicitations to 
vote for him ; would this be provocation within the Act or not? We 
rather think it would not; but, even if it would, a timely withdrawal 
of the placard might extinguish any provocation in law. On the 
other hand, the continued display of a ca-icature of any prominent 
personage would ay be provocation. 
It is next provided that claims for compensation are to be made to 
Cote authority in time and manner fixed by regulations to be 
e by a Secretary of State. The P pee authority thereupon 
‘shall inquire into the truth thereof, and shall, if satisfied, fix such 
compensation as appears to them just.” If the claimant is 
aggrieved by the refusal or failure of the police authority to fix 
compensation, or by the amount of compensation fixed, he may 
sue the police authority for compensation. No time is limited for 
bringing the action. Under the 3rd section of 7 & 8 Geo. 4, ¢. 31 
(which, with the rest of the statute law of the subject, the present 
Act repeals), the time limited was three months. What is the limit 
under the present Act? We think this is to be found in 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 42, s. 3, which limits two years as the time within which 
actions for damages given by any statute must be brought. The 
important provision follows that, if in the action the claimant “fails 
to recover any compensation, or an amount exceeding that fixed by 
the police authority, he shall pay the costs of the police authority 
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county court. Further sections of the Act provide for the payment 
tion out of the police rates; for the application of 
the Act to the plundering of wreck and the destruction of machinery 
re-enacting the old law—see section 477 of the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1854; section 1 of the ‘“‘ Hundred Act”; and 2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 
72), and for the eo! of claims by churchwardens in the case of 
churches damaged, and by “ the persons having control” in the case 
of schools and public buildings. The Act is, of course, a great 
improvement upon the old law, shewn to be so defective by Drake v. 
Footitt (L. R. 7 Q. B. D. 201). 


AGRICULTURAL LABOURERS’ WAGES. 

49 & 50 Vict. c. 28.—ANn AcT TO AMEND THE LAW RELATING TO 

a SO FAR AS RELATES TO AGRICULTURAL LABOURERS 

AGES. 

The 40th section (sub-section (c.) ) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
 emeweane that there be paid in ny to all other debts of a 

ankrupt, inter alia, ‘‘all wages of any labourer or workman, notexceed- 
ing £50, whether payable for time or piecework, in respect of services 
rendered to the bankrupt during four months before the date of the 
receiving order.” It was stated in a memorandum prefixed to the 
Bill which has become the present Act that “‘it is a common case 
in many counties that some labourers are hired by the year, and a 
part of their wages becomes due only in a lump sum at the end of the 
year of service,” so that ‘‘ the result was that, in case of the bank- 
ruptcy of the employer during the year of service, the labourer got 
no part of the lump sum, or if it occurred after the completion of 
the year of service, and the sum was not paid, the labourer could 
only obtain priority in respect of one-third of it.” The present Act 
remedies this unjust state of the law by adding to section 40, sub- 
section (c.), of the Act of 1883 the proviso that ‘‘ where any labourer in 
husbandry has entered into a contract for the payment of a portion 
of his wages in a lump sum ut the end of the, year of hiring he 
shall have priority in respect of the whole of such sum, or of a part 
thereof proportionate to the time of service, upto the date of the 
receiving order.” 


CONTAGIOUS DISEASES (ANIMALS). 
49 & 50 Vict. c. 32.—AN Act TO AMEND THE ConTAGious DISEASES 
(ANIMALS) AcT, 1878. 

This Act contains 13 sections, mostly directed to extending the 
already great powers of the Privy Council to make orders in council 
under the principal Act. Thus orders may now be made extendin 
or contracting the limits of areas declared to be infected by 1 
authorities, or requiring local authorities to obtain the advice of 
veterinary inspectors before declaring an infected area to be free from 
disease, or prohibiting the delegation to a sub-committee of the power 
of a local authority to make regulations as to the movement of animals 
and the numerous other matters comprised within section 32 of the 
principal Act. Perhaps the most important alteration of the law is 
that (section 8) which gives the Privy Council power to make orders 
“* for extending, for all or any of the purposes of the principal Act, 
or any Act amending the same, the definition of animals in that Act, 
so that the same shall, for those purposes, or any of them, comprise 
any kind of four-footed beasts, in addition to the animals mentioned in 
the said Act,” which animals are (see section 5, par. ii., of the principal 
Act) ‘cattle, sheep, and goats, and all other ruminating animals, and 
swine,” and if so ordered by the Privy Council (see section 32, par. 
xxxii., of the principal Act), ‘horses, asses, and mules.” It was 
stated by Lord Spencer, in moving the second of the Bill in the House 
of Lords, that it was the object of the Government to extend the Act of 
1878 to dogs, with the view of preventing hydrophobia, and section 8 
of the present Act is no doubt an attempt to carry out that laudable 
intention. The Privy Council, therefore, now has power to make 
orders regulating the movement and prescribing the confinement of 
dogs. Hydrophobia is not as yet a disease within the princi 
Act, but section 32, par. xxxiv., expressly allows the Privy Council to 
make orders for extending the definition of disease in that Act. The 
only other section of the Act to which attention need be directed is 
the very lengthy one (section 9) whereby the powers of the Privy 
Council, under section 34 of the principal Act, to make orders for the 
regulation and inspection of dairies, cowsheds, and milkshops are 
transferred to the Local Government Board, and additional powers 
of enforcing “regulations” under such orders are given to local 
authorities, 














On Friday, August 6, Messrs. Marsh, Milner, & Langton sold by auction, 
at the Mart, various lots of freehold ground-rents, some with early rever- 
sions, situate at Peckham, Peckham Rye, Nunhead, Camberwell, 

Town, and Rotherhithe, when prices from twenty-seven to 17 
years’ purchase were realized. A ground-rent of £14 14s. per annum, 
sec on houses at Peckham, with reversion in three years, realized the 
high price of £2,330. Another of £5 5s., secured on Rotherhithe provers), 





as between solicitor and client”; and it is added that, where the 
claim does not exceed £100, the action is to be brought in the 





realized £220, and a ground rent of £9 at Peckham Rye sold 
The remaining lots were all sold at unusually high prices. 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


CHARITABLE GIFTS AND THE CY-PRES DOCTRINE. 
(Pease v. Pattinson, Bacon, V.C., L. R. 32 Ch. D, 154.) 


Tuis decision again brings up the question whether a friendly society 
isacharity. Hall, V.C., in Re Clark’s Trust (L. R. 1 Ch. D. 497) 
decided that a friendly society is not a charitable institution, and 
that, therefore, a gift to a friendly society cannot, on such society 
ceasing to exist, be applied under the cy-prés doctrine to general 
charitable purposes. Jessel, M.R., in Spiller v. Maude (decided on 
the 16th of July, 1881), having gone through the rules ofa friendly 
society called the York Theatrical Fund Society said that ‘“ poverty 
was clearly an ingredient in the qualification of members who were to 
receive the benefits of the society,” and for that reason held the 
oe oS question to be a charity. In that decision, therefore, it 
was clearly implied, that ‘‘ poverty”? was an essential condition to 
entitle a person to relief in the case of acharity. In Pease v. Pattinson, 

V.C., has now decided that the Northumberland and Durham 
Miner’s Permanent Relief Fund Friendly Society is a charity, at any 
rate in cases where it is applying funds in accordance with the rules 
of the society, for the relief of suffering occasioned by colliery 
accidents within the district 1o which the society relates: and this, if 
we may venture to say so, seems to be in accordance with common 
sense. 

The result would seem to be that, while a mere insurance society 
can in no sense be said to be a “‘ charitable ” institution within even 
the wide technical meaning of that term, yet any society which has 
for its object the benefit, either spiritually, intellectually, physically, 
or morally, of the poor, or of any large class of them, may, in the 
technical sense, be considered charitable, and if, through lapse of 
time or change of circumstances, the original project cannot be any 
lo amiah out, or if there is a surplus after carrying it out, then 
applying the cy-pr/s doctrine an order will be made, and, if necessary, 
a new scheme will be formul.ted for the application of the fund or 
the surplus to some kindred project. There seems to be some 
inconsistency in the report of Pease v. Pattinson as given by the Law 
Reports, for, in the judgment (p. 161), Bacon, V.C., is made to say, 
first, that, in his opinion, it is not acase for the application of the 
cy pres doctrine, and then, after some discussion, he proceeds to apply 
the doctrine, and the head-note also treats it as applied. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF AFP™EAL. 
THE FINE ART SOCIETY +. UNION SANK OF LONDON— 
C. A. No. 1, 9th June and 9th August. 


Post-Orrice Orpers—Nesormante Instruments—Lianitiry or BANKER 
Recervixc axp Casuixc Post-Orrice Onpers. 


This cate raised a question of great importance—namely, whether 
post-office orders are negotiable instruments. The plaintiff society, 
which has large dealings with country customers by means of their 
advertisements, were in the habit of receiving large quantities of post- 
cffice crders in payment for goods supplied by them. ‘These orders were 
hand«d by them to a clerk, whose duty it was to pay them in to the 
plaintiffs’ account at their bankers. This clerk had—unknown to the 
p'aintifis—an account at the same bankers, and he paid the orders in to 
his own account, and not to that of the plaintiffs. 1t appeared that there 
is a prectice (which does not, however, amount to a legal custom) at the 
port-oflice not to require ire peewee of the letter of advice covtainin 
the post-office order when the order is presented by a banker on behalf 
of a person having an account at his bank, and that it is customary fur 
bankers to receive pott-office orders from their customers and to get them 
cashed without secing the letters of advice. The defendants, therefore, 
on receiving the post-office orders from the clerk, got them cashed, and 
placed the money to his credit, and not to that of the intiffs. The 
plsint:ffs, on finding out the fraud by the clerk, sued the bank for the 
amount, and Mr. Justice Day held that the post-office orders were not 
negotiable instruments, end decided that the defendants were liable. 
From his judgment the df-néants appealed, but Court (Lord Esuex, 
M.K , Bowser and Fux, L.JJ.), having taken time to consider, upheld his 
decision. They said that the orders were not negotiable, nor were they 
in the nature of negotiable instruments. They were issued by the post- 
office under regulations by which, ordinarily, the payce was to sign a 
receipt, though it was provided that, if the name of a banker were 
written or stamped on the face of the order, the name would be accepted 
as 2 sufficient rexipt. But the operation of this was ovly to make the 
banker's name a substitute for the receipt of the original payee. The 
practice of bankers in receiving and cashing the orders for their 
(ustomets was not a legal custom, and it did not appear that bankers 
would do s0 for persons who had not an account with them, nor even for 
all their customers. It was obvious that the clerk, in ying in these 
orders t is own account, had committed « fraud, and it was equally 





obvious that he did so without authority. The receipt, therefore, by the 
defendants of the orders was in itself wrongful, and was strong evidence 
of conversion, but when they took the orders to the pertamee and got 
them cashed and placed the money to the account of the clerk, there was 
a clear conversion, although an innocent conversion, of the plaintiffs’ 
puroety. There was nothing, therefore, to preclude the plaintiffs from 
recovering from the bankers since all that they had done was to give the 
orders to the clerk with instructions to take them to the bank and to pay 
them in to their account.—Counsgt, Finlay, Q.C., and R. V. Williams ; 
Cohen, Q.C., Pollard, and Douglas Walker. Borrcrrors, Stibbard, Gibson, § 
Co. ; Lyne § Holman. 


PANDORF & CO, ». HAMILTON, FRASER, & CO.—O. A. No. 1, 
24th June and 9th August. 


Sure—Biit or Lapinc—OnanrTer-PARTY—EXCEPTED PERILS~DAMAGE BY 
Rats. 


This was an action by the plaintiffs, as shippers of rice, for da 
done to it during its carriage in the defendants’ ship. The plainti 
chartered the ship to proceed to Akyab, and thore load a cargo of rice for 
Liverpool. The excepted perils in the charter-party were “‘ the Act of 
God, and all and every other dangers and accidents of the seas, rivers, 
and steam navigation of whatsoever kind, and errors of navigation duri 
the voyage.’’ The rice was shipped under bills of lading which contain 
similar exceptions. During the voyage the rice was damaged by reason of 
sea-water passing from a metal pipe connected with the bath-room in the 
vessel. The pipe had been gnawed through by rats, and it was admitted 
that all reasonable precautions had been taken by the captain and crew to 
keep down rats on the voyage out. Lopes, J., held that the damage was 
caused by a ‘‘danger and accident of the sea’’ within the exception in 
the bill of lading, and gave ju ent for the defendants. The case is 
reported in 34 W. R. 488. The Court of Appeal (Lord Esuzr, M.R., 
Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), after taking time consider, allowed the 
appeal. Lord Esner, M.R., said that it was most important that the 
construction always hitherto placed bills of lading and mercantile 
instruments should be adhered to, The exceptions in the bill of lading 
described the cause of the damage, and the question was whether the 
damage was caused by a ‘‘ er or accident of the seas.” Those 
words were the same as “‘ perils of the sea.” Perils of the sea were the 
dangers which those who carried on their business on the sea incurred by 
reason of carrying on their business. They did not include all accidents 
happening en the sea. They included danger by violence of the sea and 
the action of the elements. 4 priori damage by rats would not be a 
peril of the sea. In the old cases damage by worms and rats to the ship 
was held not to be a damage by perils of the sea. The same principles 
applied to damage to the cargo. The rat was the real effective cause of 
the loss, the sea-water coming in being only the effect or result of the 
cause. The loss, therefore, did not come within the exceptions, and the 
pleintiffs were entitled to mR Bowen, L.J. (who read the 
judgment of himself and Fry, L J.), in my anew said that a loss could 
not be due toa peril of the sea which a reasonable exercise of skill on 
the part of the shipowner could have averted. It lay on the shipowner 
to shew that the presence of rats was inevitable, that it was not due to 
any defect in the ship or to his own carelessness, and this he had not 
shewn. The peril from rats seemed to be a of the ship and not a 
peril of the sea.—Counset, Sir C. Russell, Q.0., Oohen, Q.O., and Joseph 
Walton ; Bigham, Q.C., and J. Gorell Barnes. Soxtcrrons, Hollams, Son, § 
Coward ; W. Crump § Sons. 


LEVI AND THE BROWSE ISLAND GUANO CO. v. BERK & 00.— 
C. A. No, 1, 9th August, 


Contrracr or Sare—Carco ro Annive ren Sauino Sutr—Reasonavle 
Time—‘‘ A Canco, rer ‘ Avent,’ or avout 450 Tons’’—Agrvat Cargo 
340 Toxs—Riour to Revszcr. 


By a charter-party, made on the 19th of June, 1883, between the 
master of the sailing-ship Alert, of 279 tons, and the Browse Island 
| Guano Co., Zhe Alert, which was then at Adelaide, was to proceed to 
| Browse Island and load a cargo of guano. The charter-party was sent 
| to the plaintiff, Levi, the general agent of the company in London, with 
| instructions to sell the guano, and a broker named song’ on the 10th of 

November, 1883, sold, on his behalf, the cargo to the defendants. The 
contract of sale was as follows:—*‘ We have this day bought from you, 
as — of the Browse Island Guano Oo., Limited, of Adelaide, a cargo 
of Browse Island guano, expected to arrive, per Alert, at Hamburg, about 
450 tone, at 1s. 9d. per unit of tribasic phosphate of lime per ton.” The 
Alert did not arrive till July, 1884, when was ordered to Hamburg ; 
but the defendants refused to accept the cargo on the ground that it had 
not arrived within a reasovable time. ‘There wae no evidence where Zhe 
Alert wes when the contract was wade, nor when she left Browse Island. 
The cargo on The Alert only consisted of 341 tons of guano, and t 
defendants also claimed tho right to reject it on*the ground that the 
quanti Gee considerably lers than that named in the contract. The 
| plaintiffs bought an action for damages for non-acceptance of the cargo; 
and Denman, J., before whom the case was tried, gave judgment for the 
defendunts on both the above grounds, The Oourt of Appeal 
taking time to consider, reversed this judgment and entered it for the 

laintifie. Lord Exuen, M R., said that there was no implied contract in 
case of @ sailing vessel that she would errive within any particular 
time, or within a reasonable time, unless, perhaps, the venture was such 
that a great delay would alter ite whole ter. In the old times of 
| sailing-ships the question of reasonable time, when raised, was always 
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overruled. As to the quantity of the cargo, no doubt the deficiency was 
very great, but it was not pretended that there was any wilful or fraudu- 
lent error in the plaintiffs. Zhe Alert arrived with all the cargo she took 
on board. Following the law as laid down by Balen L.J., in Borrowman 
vy. Drayton (25 W. R. 194, L. R. 2 Ex. D. 15), the true rule seemed to be that, 
where the cargo was named and the quantity of it, unless there was some- 
thing to the contrary, the word “‘cargo’’ was the governing word, and 
the quantity was only an estimate. H brought the cargo, the 
defendants were bound to accept it. Bowery, L.J., agreed that the delay 
did not entitle the defendants to reject the cargo. On the second point 
he had some doubt, but, looking at the fact that at the time of makin 
the contract neither party knew where the ship was, nor whether she h 
loaded any of her cargo, and upon the construction of that particular 
contract he came to the conclusion that the words ‘“‘ about 450 tons’’ were 
words of description and expectation only, and not an essential part of 
the contract. Fry, L.J., concurred, and said that what was sold was the 
cargo then on board, or about to be put on board, Zhe Alert, and the 
statement of quantity was a representation of expectation only on the 
part of the vendors, and, unless that representation was fraudulent, the 
defendants would have no right to rescind the contract.—CovunsgL, 
Finlay, Q.C., and Gore; Cohen, Q.C., and Fullarton. Soxscrrors, Harper 
§ Battcock ; Greenop & Sons, 


Re DEWHIRST’S TRUSTS—C. A. No. 2, 10th August. 


Appointment oF New Trustrees—Vestinc OrpER~—RE-APPOINTMENT OF 
TRUSTEE ALREADY Apporntep—Trvustex Acr, 1850, ss. 32, 34. 


This was an appeal from the decision of North, J., noted ante, P. 618. 
The petition was for the appointment of a new trustze of a will, and for a 
vesting order. There were three trustees, one of whom had become of un- 
sound mind. In exercise of a power contained in the will the other two 
trustees had appointed a new trustee in his . The petition asked 
that the trustee so appointed might be appointed by the court to be a 
trustee of the will, together with the two continuing sane trustees, 
that an order might be made vesting the trust estate in thethree. North, 
J., on the authority of the decision of the Court of A) in Re Vicat 
(ante, p. 536), declined to ney ye the trustee who been already 
validly appointed. The Court o Agee Na Linvey, and Loprgs, 
L.JJ.) ered to Re Vicat, and the decision of North, J.— 
CounseL, Charles Church. Soxscrrors, Prior, Church, § Adams. 


CADMAN v, CADMAN—C. A. No. 2, 4th August. 
Inrant—MamTenance—Power to Cuarce Rear Estare. 


The question in this case was as to the power of the court to charge 
real estate of an infant for her maintenance, past and future. The 
plaintiffs (agvd respectively fifteen and thirteen) were, under a wi'l, suc- 
cessively tenants in tail in remainder of real estate, worth £4,000 a year, 
subject to the life estate oi their grandmother, and the court was asked to 
raise, by a mortgage of the infants’ interest in the pro , £1,000 for 
the past maintenance of themselves and some younger ers and 
sisters, and £800 a year for their future maintenance. The infants had 
been maintained by their mother. North, J., in chambers, had refused 
the application, Since his refusal the mother had offered to give up 
one-twentieth part of her life interest (or £200 a year), so as to make the 
eldest of the plaintiffs to that extent tenant in in possession. Re 
Howarth (L, R. 8 Ch. 415) was relied upon as shewing the power of the 
court to charge sums expended for the past maintenance of an infant on 
his interest in fee in real estate, and it was urged that it was the practice 
of the court, in makiag an allowance for the maintenance of an infant, to 
make it of sufficient amount to provide for the maintenance also of 
his brothers and sisters who were not in any other way provided for. The 
Court (Corron, Linpizy, and Lorzs, LJJ 3 refused the application. 
Corron, L.J., said that the foundation of the decision in Re Howarth was 
that judgment could have been recovered at law for necessaries supplied 
to an infant, It was idle to suppose thet a jury would be directed to find 
a verdict against an infant for necessaries supplied to his brothers and 
sisters. No doubt, where there was money of an infant in hand, a court of 
equity would not allow his near relations to starve, but here the question 
was for what judgment could be recovered, It was wages that a charge 
might, at any rate, be given for the past maintenance of the infant tenant 
in tail himself. But it would not be right to assume that, when a mother 
had paid for necessaries for her infant child, she had done so under such 
circumstances that a contract could be implied on the part of the child to 
repay what she had expended. His ship must not be sup to 
assent to the view of James and Mellish, L.JJ., in Re Howarth. He could 
not see what jurisdiction ag | had to make the order which they did. 
Linpuey, L.J., said that Re Howarth went to the very verge of the law, 
perhaps beyond it. But in that case there was only one infant. In the 
present case the court was asked to go much further. Lorsgs, L.J., con- 
curred.—Oounss, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and P. B. Abraham, Soxicrrors, 
Ridsdale § Son. 









HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Re BEBRIGHT’S SETTLED ESTATES—North, J., 4th August. 
Serrizp Lanp—Sare ny Tenant vor Lirs—Lare Esrara Monroacrp 
uBYOND Vatus— Consent or Moxrraaorrs— Sanction or Covrr To 
Save or Manston-novsr—Sarriep Lanp Act, 1882, ss, 8, 15, 20, 21, 

22, 34, 50, 53. 


This was an application by the equitable temant for life of sottled land 


for the sanction of the court to the sale by him of the mansion-house, 
which he desired to sell as well as the rest of the settled estates. The 
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ment. Section 34 provides that ‘* w xp copit money arising under the 
Act is purchase-money paid in respect of a lease for years, or life, or 
ay determinable on life, or in respect of any other estate or interest in 

d less than the fee simple, or in respect of a reversion dependenton 
any such lease, estate, or interest, the trustees of the settlement, or the 
court, as the case may be, and in the case of the on the applica- 
tion of any party interested in that money, may, } ding any- 


and | thing in this Act, require and cause the same to be laid out, invested, and 


accumulated, and paid in such manner as, in the judgment of the trustees 
oe Coe, 2 ee en ear give to the parties interested in 
that money the like benefit therefrom as they might lawfully have had 
from the lease, estate, interest, or reversion in whereof the money 
was paid, or as near thereto as may be.” 50 provides (1) that 
the powers under the Act of a tenant Sor Hite one mad comets of assign- 
ment or release, ‘‘and remain exercisable Range oe ptm sage: 
notwithstanding an operation aw or erwise, 
his estate or inbeent wndir the ‘atlanta and (3) “but this section 
shall operate without prejudice to the rights of any person an 
assignee for value of the estate or interest of the tenant for life ; ,i 
that case, the assignee’s rights shall not be affected without his con- 
sent’’; and by (4) *‘in this section ent includes —— by way 
of mortgage, and any or q assignment, = charge or 
incumbrance; and has a meaning corresponding with that of 
assignment.”’ Section 53 provides that “‘a tenant for life shall, in exer- 
cising any power under this Act, have to the interests of all 
entitled under the settlement, and shall, in relation to the exercise 
by him, be deemed to be in the position and to have the duties and 
liabilities of a trustee for those parties.” had pe men Vihar ehed one 
first tenant in tail in remainder, that, by virtue of section 50, the tenant for 
life was not entitled to sell the estates without the consent of the mort- 
gagee of his life estete. On the other side it was contended that section 
50 only meant that, if the mortgagees did not consent to the sale, the sale 
would be subject to their mortgages. Noxru, J., said that it was admitted 
that the object of the sale was to increase the income of the tenant for 
life—a , object if it could be effected without in- 
juriously affecting the interests of the remaindermen. No doubt the 
Act ena! py A Co sees ae oe © — 
discretion given to him, though e en! depri himself 
life interest. But im, ithong™ Mice provided fr the. appcation of 
capital-money, did not contemplate oa: such money in the 
discharge of incumbrances less than the whole estate 
which was the subject of the settlement. A) , therefore, a tenant 
for life who had assigned for value his life estate might sell the 
whole of what was ca e of sale, and the income of the purchase- 
money would be his. It would be rather startling if a tenant for life 
could sell his whole life interest, and afterwards sell the reversion and 
receive the Whole tneome 6 Be peccents of sale. It was im) 
that this should have been intend: Section 50, however, pro’ that 
a sale was not to prejudice the rights of an assignee, whether absolute or 
> 20 provided that a conveyance 
t 


partial, of the life estate. And section } 
executed by the tenant for life to carry out a sale should be subject to all 
such estates and as had been conveyed or created for securing 
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to him, and put the whole income of the proceeds of sale into his own 
pocket. With reference to this the important provisions of section 34 
must not be overlooked. That section apparently contemplated that 
there might be a sale of the reversion by a tenant for life who had parted 
with his whole life interest. His lordship would not express an opinion 
whether this could be done or not, but, if it could, he was clear that it 
would be the duty of the trustees to take care that the whole income of 
the of sale should be accumulated, and not paid to the tenant 
for Under these circumstances his lordship thought that the tenant 
for hfe had not sufficiently considered his position. He could not sell in 
such a way as to increase his income, and he had not exercised any dis- 
cretion as to whether the B nsw should be sold independently of an 
increase of his income. court was asked to make an order for the 
sale of the mansion-house, conditional on the consent of the mortgagees 
being obtained. They had at present declined to consent, and it was said 
that it was nut unreasonable for them to decline until they knew what 
was intended to be sold, and under what conditions. His lordship thought 
it was reasonable that he should require to be placed in the same position 
as the mortgagees, and that he should not sanction the sale of the man- 
sion-house until he knew what was to be sold. He could not, therefore, 
accede to the application at present. But he would not dismiss the sum- 
mons now. The application might be renewed if the mortgagees should 
give their consent; but if it was not renewed by the lst of December 
next it would be dismissed.—Counszn, Cookson, Q.C., and Dauney ; Cozens- 
ye’ Wibkens Morshead ; E. Beaumont. Soxicrrors, ~~ ¢ ramen 
$ Co. ; Fladgate § Fladgate. [An appeal was presen 

from this decision. It was heard by the Court of Appeal "Geena, 
Laxpizy, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) on the 11th of August, and was dismissed. ] 





Re BOYSE, CROFTON ». CROFTON—Nortb, J., 3rd August. 


Buu or Excuance—Sramp—CancetiaTioN—BILL DRAWN oUT oF ENG- 
tanp—Sramp Act, 1870, ss. 50, 51, 54. 


In this case a question arose as to the validity of the stamping and the 
cancellation of the stamp on a bill of exchange, payable at sight, drawn 
abroad on a person in England. The bill was drawn in France on the 
Bank of England. It was not stamped by the drawer, but, immediately 
before it was presented to the bank for acceptance, the holder who pre- 
sented it placed on it an adhesive stamp and cancelled it. Section 50 of 
the Stamp Act of 1870 provides that ‘‘the fixed duty of one penny on a 
bill of exchange for the payment of money on demand may be denoted 
by an adhesive stamp, which is to be cancelled by the person by whom 
the bill is signed before he delivers it out of his hands, custody, or power”’ ; 
and, by section 51, (1) ‘‘ The ad valorem duties upon bills of exchange and 


SS or made out of the United Kingdom are to be 
by adhesive stamps. (2) Every person into wheee hands any such 
bill or note comes in the United Kingdom before it is stamped shall, 
before he presents for payment, or indorses, transfers, or in any manner 
negotiates, or pays such bill or note, affix thereto a proper adhesive stamp 
<= adhesive stamps of sufficient amount, and cancel every stamp so 
thereto. (3) Provided as follows (inter alia) :—‘ (4) If, at the time 

when any such bill or note comes into the hands of any bond fide holder 
thereof, there is affixed thereto an adhesive stamp not duly cancelled, it 
shall be com t for such holder to cancel such stamp as if he were the 
person by whom it was affixed, and upon his so doing such bill or note 
shall be deemed duly stam and as valid and available as if the stamp 
had been duly cancelled by the person by whom it was affixed.’ By 
section 54: “‘ (1) Every person who issues, indorses, transfers, negotiates, 
— for payment, or pays any bill of exchange or promissory note 
to duty and not being duly stamped, shall forfeit the sum of ten 
pounds, and the person who takes or receives from any other person any 
such bill or note not being duly stamped either in payment or asa security, 
or by purchase or otherwise, shall not be entitled to recover thereon, or to 
make the same available for any purpose whatever. (2) Provided that, if 
of exchange for the payment of money on demand, liable only to 
presented for unstamped, the person 


the drawer of the bill, and may, upon 
the said bill mentioned, and charge the wy ba 
account against the person by whom the bill was drawn, or deduct such duty 
the said sum, and such is, so far as respects the duty, to be deemed 
The question was whether the words “ such bill” in 
sub-section 2 of section 51 applied to all bills drawn abroad (including 
on demand), or only to those on which ad valorem duties are 
Nozrn, J., that the words applied to all bills drawn abroad, 
and that the bill in question was not inv: by the Act.—Oounsst, 
QC., Butcher, and F. M. Abrahams; Napier Higgins, Q.C., and 

, M. Abrahams, Bon, § Co. ; Gregory, cliffes, | Co. 
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Re THE TRADE-MARK “ NORMAL” —Chitty, J., 4th and 5th August. 


Parents, &c., Act, 1383, s#. 62, 90—Trape-maux—Rervsa, or Comr- 
TROLLER TO Recisrex—Jvnisvicrion oy Count. 


Board of Trade, who shall, if required, hear the applicant and the comp- 
troller, and may make an order determining whether, and subject to what 
conditions, if any, registration is to be permitted, and, by section 62 (5), the 
Board of Trade ny ign if it appears expedient, refer the appeal to 
the court, and, in event, the court shall have jurisdiction to hear and 
determine the appeal, and may make such order as aforesaid; and the 
comptroller submitted that the question as to what was or was not to be 

as a trade-mark within the Act was to be submitted to the 
comptroller, subject to appeal to the Board of Trade, whose decision was 
final, unless the board, in its discretion, referred the matter to the court, 
The applicants, however, relied on section 90, which provides that the 
court may, on the application of any person aggrieved by the omission, 
without sufficient cause, of the name of any person from any register 
under the Act as by an any made, without amare cause, - any such 
registers make such order for marking, expunging, or varying the register 
as the court thinks fit, or the court may refuse the application, and they 
submitted that section 90 was substantially a re-enactment of section 5 
of the Trade-marks Act, 1875, although expressed in general terms so as 
to include patents and designs, instead of being confined to trade- 
marks, and they contended that applicants had an option of appeal 
from the comptroller, either to the Board of Trade under section 
62, or to the court under section 90, that section being wide enough 
to authorize an application to the court, whilst section 62 did 
not in terms or by Taptlostion exclude such application. Currry, J., 
said that tke right of an ~—r to be put upon the register was 
only a statutory right, and there was no inherent jurisdiction in the 
court to interpose. Therefore, in considering the question before him, 
he must pay regard to what ap on the face of the statute which 
controllei and regulated the whole procedure in reference to registration 
of trade-marks, &c. That was the Patents, &c., Act of 1883. It had been 
said that section 90 of the Act of 1883 was a general re-enactment of 
jurisdiction originally conferred upon the court by section 5 of the Act of 

1875. That was not so, for not only was the Act of 1883 a consolidatin 
statute, but also, as appeared from the title, an amending statute ; and it 
was observable, moreover, that not only did section 62 of the Act of 1883 
confer a jurisdiction upon the Board of Trade which did not appear in the 
Act of 1875, butalso section 90 of the Act of 1883 was itself a modification 
of section 5 of the Act of 1875. Therefore the Act of 1883 had so sub- 
stantially d from and modified the previous enactments contained 
in the Act of 1875 that he ought to place no weight on the provisions of 
the Act of 1875, but only look at those contained in the Act of 1883. In 
determining the question on that Act what was to be looked at was not 
section 90 standing by itself, but section 90 as read with every other 
section in the Act which ap material and the whole consolidated 
scheme of the Act with reference to the registration of patents, designs, 

and trade-marks. With regard to the registration of patents, all that was 

to be said was that no person could get upon the register unless he had 
obtained tho necessary grant from the Crown through its officers. With 
reference to the registration of designs, although he was reluctant to give 
any decision on the exact point before him, yet he must 

-— it to ged that eae 47 of the Act a a clear + 

on the part e Legislature that an applicant seeking to register a desi 

should to the comptroller, and from him by way of ee to the 

Board of Trade, and should £6 no further. In section 47 (sub-section 5) 

the words in reference to the — were actually that he might 

“* decide ’’ the question referred to therein. The duty thus cast upon the 

comptroller must, however, be read in connection with the general = 

fic contained in section 94, which provided that, where any discre- 
tionary power was given by the Act to the comptroller, he was not to 
exercise that power adversely to the applicant without giving him an 
yest being heard. The comptroller’s discretion was therefore 

a judicial character. With regard to the registration of trade-marks, 
section 62 certainly did not ly mention any power on the part of 

the comptroller to decide qu but he was of opinion that such 4 

power was impliedly conferred. section 90 stood alone it would 

apparently have justified the present a ge ; to construe that section 
pectifenticn of tho nasaes of propeiohten appearing on tho register, woula 
names a) g on the register, wo 

be putting too narrow a construction upon its language. Such 

an observation, however, did not dispose of any question, for the 

words of section 90 were not strong enough to overrule the provisions of 
section 62; and, reading the two sections together and looking at the 
whole scheme of the Act, he was of opinion that there was a precise and 
particular mode of y= | registration for a trade-mark pointed out by 
the Act, and that was tha bey pe should apply to the comptroller 

and from him appeal to the of Trade. Upon this point he had heard a 

forcible argument on the applicant’s part. It was said that it was scarcely 

conceivable that Parliament should have intrusted questions like those 
mentioned in the 73rd section, which often were of moment or magnitude 
to a tribunal such as the comptroller in the first instance, and the Board 
pod ig the second instance, ede dmg eae ae oe 

upon 4 , lacking that leguard of pu y 
which was one of most important elements in the administration of 
justice. That was an argument of great weight. It was not, however, 
sufficient to counterbalance in favour of section 90 the controlling context 


the powers intrusted by the 
ntrusted to a great department of State like the 
Board of Trade, a body which i apyusen 6 tay defclency on He past 





deal with a question, could refer the question to the court under Pith 
to effect expressly contained in section 62, sub-section 5, With 
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regard to the roped that had pt nr ge 3 yo se pose see ob an old 
mark by refusal to ter, any ap m as t was TO- 
vided y ; for the refusal £0 Teeister under section 73 did net invalidate 

. Having regard to section 47 and section 62 of the Act, and 
also not forgetting a circumstance that the Act contained in section 81 a 
series of provisious in reference to Sheffield marks, giving the court juris- 
diction expressly with respect to those marks over the tion of the 
comptroller, he had come to the opinion that section 90 did not give the 
court the jurisdiction contended for, and that the comptroller was right in 
his contention.—Counsu1, The Solicitor-General (Sir Horace Davey, Q.C.) 
and Ingle Joyce; Aston, Q.C., and Chadwyck Healey. Soxicrrors, The 
Solicitor to the Treasury ; Munns § Longden. 


Re TAMLIN PATENT HORSE SHOE CO.—Chitty, J., 6th August. 


CompANY—WINDING-uP Parrition—Svusrznsg or Bustness—MasoriTy oF 
SHAREHOLDERS—UNREGISTERED SHARBHOLDERS—Companigs Act, 1862, 
ss. 40, 79, SUB-SECTION 2, 


This was a petition by contributories for winding up the cmeny on 
the ground that it had suspended business. It a that the com- 
pany had been formed for working a patent for making roughed horse- 
shoes, that the petitioners, who were the vendors of the patent, were 
holders of certain registered shares, and also claimed to be entitled toa 
large number of shares, as vendors’ shares, which the company had 
refused to allot to them. The oy had opened a manufactory, but 
had closed it some time since. e offices of the ee however, 
were still open, and some small business had been done. e oe 
by virtue of the shares which they alleged that they were entitled to as 
vendors’ shares, claimed to constitute a majority of the share capital, 
and cited Re Patent Steam Engine Co. (26 W. R. 811, L. R. 8 Ch. D. 464) 
as an authority for their position in that one, although they did not 
appear on the register as such. Cuurry, J., that there was no in- 
tention shewn on the part of the ew, of abandoning its business. 
The words of the Companies Act, 1862, s. 79, sub-section 2, state as a 
und for winding up the company that it had suspended its business. 
The hrase, however, did not mean the same as that business was mded : 
Middlesborough Assembly Rooms Co. (28 W. R. 868, L. R. 14 Ch. D. 104). 
It was difficult to say, under the circumstances, that the company had 
suspended business, especially when it was remembered that the com- 
pany’s chief opportunity of dcing business was in the winter. In con- 
sidering the question as to the majority supporting the petition, he could 
only account as shareholders those whose names actually appeared on the 
ter, and he could not include amongst shareholders such Sgn as 
merely claimed shares. The tion would be dismisséd, wi — 
CounseL, Whitehorne, Q.C., and Metcalfe ; Ince, Q.C., and H. B. Buekley ; 
Stewart Smith and Boome. Soxicrrors, P. M. James, Rooks, § Co.; 8. F. 
Langham, for Hodges, Dorking. 


Re McMYN (DECEASED)—Chitty, J., 3rd and 4th August. 


ADMINISTRATION—SURETY CLAIMING BEengrit OF JUDGMENT—ASSIGNMENT OF 
Jupoment—Mercantitk Law Amenpment Act, 1856 (19 & 20 Vicr. c. 
97), s. 5—Hussanp anp Wire—Szraratzs Prorsrtrr—Huspann’s Lia- 
BILITY FOR Wire’s Funeral ExpEnseEs. 

This was the further consideration of a creditor’s action for the admin- 
husband of the teatatrix had settled oT catpaiay oats tat te cat 
us! of the testa person on her an 
after her death as she should by will appoint. The tect eoeneteed the 

er in favour of her husband, and appointed him one of her executors, 

Zier euestens vaee she Bell, nd wee | Oe tees ce 

an advance mother. e creditor signed judgment against 
the debtor and co-sureties before the institution of the administration 
action, but the judgment was satisfied by the testatrix’s sister. The 
sister being now dead, her representatives claimed the benefit of the 
emt against the testatrix’s estate, but it was objected that the 

ercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856, s. 5, required before a s 
could stand in the place of the judgment itor whom he had 

he must have obtained an actual meen ot the judgment. It also 

appeared that the husband claim of £17 he had 


law which compelled a man to bury expense 
and not out of her p inert estate which had reached his hands. He 
thought it would be too hard a thing to disallow the husband the moneys 
spent for his wife’s funeral expenses, The Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 
8. 5, whilst mentioning that the surety who had satisfied the judgment 
debt was entitled to have the judgment assigned, also said that he was 
entitled to stand in the place of the creditor. He, therefore, was 
that the surety in the present case was entitled to assert her right to 
priority of ent, although there had been 


especially when it was 


Re O, P, STONE'S TRUSTS—Kay, J., 7th August. 


Pantwansurr— Loan to Trapen — AoRaawant THAT LENDER SHOULD 
REcatve Suanz or Prorrre—Sunszauant Acuaauant Sunstitvrine Ix- 
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TEREST FOR SHARE OF Prorirs—InsoLvEncy oF Borrowzn—Oreprrors 

Trust Desp—Craim—Partnersuir Law Amenpment Act (28 & 29 

Vicr. c. 86), ss. 1, 2, 5. 

In this case a question arose whether a creditor who had originally lent 
money to a trader on an agreement that he should receive a share of the 
profits, but who, by a subsequent agreement annulling 
the general body of creditors, 
section 5 of 28 & 29 Vict. c. 86. 
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Es parte IDE, Re IDE—C. A. No. 1, Aug. 6. 

Banxrurrcy Norrce—Jupement acamsst Parrnersui Firaw—Panrrxek 
NOT SERVED OR APPRARING—Banxrvprcry Act, 1883, s. 4, sun-sEcrion 1 
(a.)}—R. 8. C., 1883, XLIT., 10. 

In this case a question arose as to the validity of a recei order and 
: which it was founded. A final had 

firm. , one of the 

er, had not been 
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judgment must be one on which execution could be issued immediately, un- 
less it was stayed. Here execution could not be issued against L. without the 
leave of the court. The judgment was not, therefore, one i. respect of 
which a bankruptcy notice could be issued. This view was in accordance 
with that by the judges in Za parte Woodall (L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 
479) and Zz parte Blanchett (L. R. 17 Q. B. D. 303, ante, p. 470), a a 
the point was not then actually decided. Bowen, L..J., agreed that the 
creditor must be in a position to issue execution on the judgment when 
he issued the bankruptcy notice. It would be too absurd to suppose 
that sub-section 1 (7.) admitted of this construction—that in a casein w 
execution might have gone but for the order of the court staying it, a 
bankruptcy notice could not be issued, and yet that in a case in which 
execntion could never have gone at all without the leave of the court, a 
bankru notice could be issued. There was a necessary implication that 
the itor must not only have obtained a final judgment, but must be in a 
position to issue execution upon it. Fry, L.J., concurred.—Counsk1, 
Herbert Reed; F. Cooper Willis. Sotsctrons, W. F. Summerhays; W. 
Morley. 





Ex parte HUBBARD, Re HARDWICK—C. A. No. 1, 7th August. 


Bankevurtcy—Bi11 or Sate—VaLipiry—DooumenT DESCRIBING TRANSAC- 
TION OF PrEpGE—Biiis or Satz Act, 1878, s, 4—Biis or Sare Act, 
1882, ss. 3, 9. 


The question in this case was whether certain documents executed upon 
the deposit of goods, by way of security for a loan of money by the 
d to the depositor, were “‘ bills of sale’? within the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1882, and therefore made void by section 9 of that Act, because the 
were not in accordance with the form scheduled to the Act. On the 14 
of November, 1885, Hardwick borrowed of Hubbard £20, and agreed to 
repay it, with £5 for interest and expenses, on the 14th of March, 1886; 
and, by way of security, Hardwick deposited with Hubbard two tricycles. 
On that occasion Hardwick signed the following agreement :—‘‘ An 

ement made the 14th November, 1885, between E. J. Hardwick 
of the one part and W. Hubbard of the other part, whereby the said E. J. 
Hardwick, having this day ited at his risk with the said W. Hubbard 
the goods comprised in the schedule hereunder written, as security for the 
payment of the sum of £20 raed the said W. Hubbard to the said E. J. 
Hardwick this day (the receipt whereof the said E. J. Hardwick hereb 
acknowledges), and of the sum of £5 for interest and expenses, do 
hereby agree to pay to the said W. Hubbard the said sums of £20 and £5 
on the 14th of , 1886. And it is further agreed that, in case of 
default in payment, the said W. Hubbard, after three days’ notice in 
paises 8 epee at the last known address of the said E. J. Hardwick, 
may sell the said goods by auction or otherwise, and apply the proceeds 
of such sale in or towards the payment of any money Vbich may be due 
under this agreement and of the expenses of sale; but, until such default 
is made, no such sale is to take place, nor is any action or suit to be 
brought to enforce payment of the said sum of £20 and interest.” The 
also provided that, if the goods should be sold, and should 


a 
not realize sufficient to Pgh the amount then due under the ent | ch 


and the costs, Hardwick would forthwith pay the balance, with interest 
thereon until payment at the rate of £5 per cent. per month; and that, 
if the sums of £20 and £5 were not paid on the day appointed, Hardwick 
was to pay interest thereon until vant at the rate of £5 per cent. per 
month; and that Hardwick would pay Hubbard such sums as he might 
pay for any insurance he might effect on the goods, with interest thereon 
at the same rate. On the 2nd of December Hardwick borrowed of 
Hubbard a further sum of £10 1s., and deposited a bicycle as security, and 
the following document was signed by him the same day :—“‘ In consider- 
ation of £10 1s. paid me this day W. Hubbard (receipt of which I 
hereby acknowledge), I hereby agree to repay the same, together with 
10s. for interest, on the 16th of December, 1885, and interest thereon after 
that day at the rate of 60 per cent. per annum, and, for securing payment 
of the aforesaid sums and interest, I deposit a Rudge bicycle, and hereb 
empower and authorize you to sell the same in any manner you think 
ehh ae rap aredicamngy oe ad ara on the said 16th of Secumber, 
1885.” Hardwick became a bankrupt, and the official receiver, who was 
acting as trustee in the bankru , Claimed the goods which had been 
on the ground that the documents were bills of sale, and that 
they were void under section 9 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, as not being 
in accordance with the form in the schedule. The judge of the Lewes 
County Court (Mr. A. Martineau) declared the documents void as being 
of sale, considering that he was bound, by reason of the language 
used by the Court of A in Ex parte Parsons (L. R. 16Q. B. D. 532, ante, 
p- 218), to hold that on 9 applies to all documents which give a security 
upon goods for the panes of m . Adivisional court (Pollock, B., and 
Cave, J.) affirmed this decision, on the same ground. The Court of Appeal 
(Lord zx, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Lord Esner, M.R., said that, with great deference to the learned judges 
in the Divisional Court, if they had carefully examined the judgments in 
Ex parte Parswms, they would have seen that the Court of Appeal could 
not have decided what they meee’ Oar had decided in that case with- 
out the Court of = All that 
in Ez parte Parsons reference to 
- R. 228, L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 386) and Re Cunningham 

Co. (83 W. R. 387, L. R. 28 Ch. D. 682) was to ress al 
the ratio nag Soave bus eater —Vis.» Ces if, a the nature 8 

transaction, it could not possibly be expressed statutory form 
of sale, the Bills of Sale Act did not to it at all. Cave, J., in 
Ez parte Parsons, in Bz parte Close he did 
igtend to say what he was supposed to have said. e ground, there- 


of | Northern Circuit, eleven; within the North- 








fore, of the judgment of the Divisional Court in the Promet case could 
not be supported. Was their decision right, independently of the sy: 
posed deciston of the Court of Appeal P e documents which were 
to be avoided by section 9 of the Act of 1882 were not bills of sale in the 
ordinary meaning of the term. Ly Age we only be bills of sale within 
the Act of 1882, if they satisfied the terms of the definition of te 
term ‘bill of sale’’ contained in s3ction 4 of the Act of 1878. It was 
argued that these documents were ‘‘transfers.”” But that word in section 
4 meant a document which, though not in the form of a bill of sale, 
assumed to transfer the property in goods as a bill of sale would, It was 
impossible to say that these documents assumed to transfer the prope 
in the goods to which they referred. Then it was said that they were 
** authorities or licences to take possession of personal chattels as security 
for any debt.’’ If they conferred on the grantee the right to take pos. 
session of the chattels, even though it was a right to take immediate 
possession, Ex parte Parsons was a decision that they would be within 
section 4. Buta right to take possession meant a right to take it whether 
the grantor liked it or not. If, heweyer, the transaction depended, not on 
the power of the grantee to take possession, but the grantor was to give and 
the grantee was to soneive pamanian. and the transaction was not to begi 
till the grantor voluntarily gave possession of the goods to the gr: 
this was not an authority to take possession, This excluded fr om section 
4 a transaction of pledge, for the essence of such a transaction was a loan of 
money by the pledgee to the pledgor on the security of goods, if and when 
the were deposited by the pledgor with the pledgee. The money was 
not lent upon the security of an authority to take possession of the goods; 
the transaction i. with the voluntary giving possession of the goods 
by the ple ; e documents in the present case described a pledge in 
the simplest terms. They, no doubt, regulated the rights of the grantee 
who had got possession of the goods, but they gave him no authority to 
take ssion. The transaction being one rae and nothing more, 
the P seaeane' which described it and regulated the rights of the grantee 
was not a bill of sale either in the ordinary sense or within the meanin, 
of section 4, and was not, therefore, within the Act of 1882. Bowzn 
Fry, L.JJ., concurred, adding that the documents were not ‘‘ agreements 
by which a right in equity to any personal chattels” wasconferred. They 
the exercise of a legal right, and did not give more than a 
to equitable relief in aid of the legal right.—Counszx, Cuch, Q.C., ¢. 0, 
Scott, and Duk: ; Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie. Soxicrrors, 
J. Sheldon Hepworth ; W. Murton. 





ELECTION LAW. 
Taxation or Returninc Orricer’s CuArceEs 


At the Greenwich County Court on Wednesday, before Mr. W. Bristow, 
deputy registrar, a sitting was held for the purpose of taxing the accounts 
of Mr. Weller, returning officer for the borough of Deptford at the late 
election, the proceedings being taken at the instance of the candidates, Mr. 
Evelyn, M.P., and Mr. Lalmohun Ghose, jointly. The returning officer's 

arges amounted to £325 1s. 6d. Objection was made to the charge of 
£102 13s. for fourteen polling stations, Mr. Ghose eo that 
the fittings and compartments used at the late School Board election might 
have been procured; and, secondly, that Mr. Weller had been allowed 
the maximum charge for them at the election last November. Mr. Weller 
said he contracted for the construction of the stations, which were not 
worth away and warehousing after the election. Mr. Bristow 
allowed the item, remarking that his experience as returning officer for 
the School Board was the same. Mr. Ghose next objected toa change 
£10 10s. for fourteen ballot boxes, contending that the boxes p 
for the election six months before onan to have been used, or boxes 
hired at 5s. each, as referred to in the schedule of charges under the Act. 
Mr. Weller said the boxes would have wanted doing up, and he gave 
them to the man who afterwards supplied them at 15s. each. , 
Bristow allowed 10s. each for the boxes. On anitem of £27 for “ pro- 
fessional and other services,” Mr. Weller produced vouchers for £25 and 
said the remainder was paid to his clerks and others who assisted him. 
Mr. Ghose submitted that the taxing master could allow nothing for 
which he did not see vouchers; otherwise he could not say the expenses 
were ‘‘actually and necessarily” imeurred. Mr. Bristow said there 
were certain for which it was impossible to give vouchers—cab 
fares, for instance. The texing master was entitled to use his discretion. 
Sevoral other items were disputed, but in the end only £4 10s. was struck 
off the account. Mr. Weller asked for costs against the candidates of 
£5 5s. for the taxation fee, and his personal expenses. Mr, Bristow 
made an order accordingly, allowing Mr. Weller £1 1s.—TZimes. 








An order in council has been issued under the provisions of the Revising 
Barristers Act, 1886, directing that the number of revising barristers to 
be @ annually in England and Wales shall be ninety-seven, 
distributed as follows :—For the county of Middlesex and for the City 
London and of Westminster and boroughs of the county of 
Middlesex, six ; the counties, cities, boroughs, and places within the 
Circuit, thirteen aj 
within the Midland Circuit, thirteen ; within the South-Kastern Circuit, 
fifteen ; within the Oxford Circuit, twelve ; within the Western Circuit, 
thirteen ; within the North Wales division of the North and South Wales 
Circuit, six; within the South Wales division of the North and South 
Wales Circuit, five and within the county of Surrey, three. 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Wits, LL.D., Q.C., has been appointed Recorder of the 
boroughs of Maldon and Saffron Walden, in succession to the late Mr. 
Hugh Cowie, Q.C. Mr. Willis is the eldest son of Mr. William Willis, of 
Luton, and was born in 1835. He was educated at Huddersfield College, 
and he graduated at the University of London, B.A. in 1859 and LL.D. 
in 1865. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 
1861, having in the previous November obtained an open studentship, and 
he became a Queen’s Counsel in 1877. Mr. Willis practises on the South- 
Eastern Circuit. He is a bencher of the Inner Temple, and he was M.P. 
for Colchester in the Liberal interest from April, 1880, till November, 
1885. 


The Right Hon. Enwarp Srannopz, barrister, M.P., who has been 
appointed Secretary of State for the Colonies, is the second son of the fifth 
1 of Stanhope, and was born in 1840. He was at Harrow and 
Christ Church, Oxford, where he uated B.A. in 1862, and he was 
afterwards elected a fellow of All Souls’ College. He was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1865, and he formerly 
on the Home Circuit and at the Kent Sessions. He acted as an assistant- 
commissioner to inquixe into the employment of women and children in 
agriculture. Mr. Stanhope was M.P. for Mid-Lincolnshire from es 
1874, till November, 1885, when he was returned for the Horncastle 
Division of that county. 


The Right Hon. Davin Rozsrt Pivunxet, Q.C., M.P., who has been 
appointed Firet Commissioner of Works and Public Buildings for a second 
time, is the third son of the third Lord Plunket, and was born in 1638. 
He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and he was called to the bar 
in Ireland in 1862. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1868, in which year 
he was for a short time law adviser to the Lord-Lieutenant of Ireland. 
He was Solicitor-General for Ireland from 1875 till 1877, Paymaster- 
General for a few weeks in 1880, and First Commissioner of Works and 
Public Buildings from July, 1885, till Jam , 1886. Mr. Plunket has 
been M.P. for the University of Dublin since 1870, and he was sworn in 
as a member of the Privy Council in 1880, 


The Right Hon. Henry Ozcrt Rarxszs, barrister, M.P., who has been 
appointed Postmaster-General, is the eldest son of Mr. Henry Raikes, of 
Llwnegrin, Flintshire, and was born in 1838. He was educated at 
Shrewsbury School, and he was formerly scholar of Trinity College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated in the second class of the classical 
tripos in 1860. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Easter 
Term, 1863, and he formerly practised on the North Wedles and Chester 
Circuit. He was M.P. for Chester from 1868 till 1880, and for Preston 
from February till November, 1882, when he was returned for the 
University of Cambridge. Mr. Raikes was Chairman of Committees in 
the House of Commons from 1874 till 1880. He is a magistrate for 
Cheshire and Flintshire, and a deputy-lieutenant for the latter county, 
and he was sworn in as a member of the Privy Council in 1880. 


Mr. Henry pz Worms, barrister, M.P., who has been appointed 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Board of Trade for the second time, is the 
third son of Baron Solomon de Worms. He was born in 1840, and he was 
oo one er College, TO = a to the bar at the 

nner Temple in erm, e wmene gevtin’ on ihe 
Home Circuit. He was M.P. for Greenwich from April, 1880, till November 
last, when he was returned for the East Toxteth Division of Liverpool. 
He is a magistrate and deputy -lieutenant for the county of Mid and 
he was secretary to the Board of Trade from July, 1885, till January, 


Mr. Wiraram Atzxanper Bariire Hamrron, barrister, has been ap- 
inted Private Secretary to the Secretary of State for the Colonies. Mr. 
ilton is the eldest son of Admiral Baillie Hamilton, and was born in 
1844, He was educated at Harrow. He was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1872, and he has been for many years 
a clerk in the Colonial Office. Mr. Hamilton was private secretary to Mr. 
James Lowther, as Under-Secretary of State for the Colonies and as Chief 
Secretary for Ireland. 


Mr. Wicr1am Hays Fisner, barrister, M.P., has been appointed an un- 
paid Private Secretary to the Obief Secretary for Izeland. Mr. Fisher is 
the eldest son of the Rev. Frederick Fisher, rector of Downham, Cam- 
b , and was born in 1854, He Wes edema’ 6 Seiyterz 
College, and at University College, Oxford. He was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in January, 1879, and he is a member of the Oxford 
Circuit. Mr. Fisher was elected M.P. for Fulham in the Conservative 
luterest in November, 1885. 


anes og vag ed Sense Wowsear, barrister, M,P., who has been 
poin' er-Secretary tate for the Home Department for the 
second time, is the son of the Right Hon. James Stuart Wortley, Q.C. 
many years recorder of London, and was born in 1851. He was 

at Rugby and at Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated second class 
in Jurisprudence in 1874. He was called to the bar at the Inner T 

in January, 1876, and he is a member of the North-Hastern Circuit. 

was M.P. for Sheffield from April, 1880, till November, 1885, when he 
was returned for the Hallam Division of that borough. Mr. W was 
secretary to the Royal Commission on the Sale of Benefices. was 
Vader-Socretary for the Home Department from July, 1885, till January, 


The Right Hon. Sir Hawny Twvuneras Hortann, Bart., K.C.M.G., 
M.P., who has been appointed Vice-President of the Committee of the 
Council on Education, is the cldest eon of Sir Henry Holland, Bart., 





and was born in 1825. He was educated at Harrow and “at 
College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar at the Inner Tem: 
Michaelmas Term, 1849, and he age ey for 
Circuit. He was Adviser to the 
when he was a ted Assistant Under- 
Colonies, and he ed that tment in A 187 , 
elected M.P. for urst. He been M.P. for Hampstead since last 
November. Sir H. Holland was Financial Secretary to the Treasury from 
June till August, 1885, and Vice-President of the Committee of the Council of 
Education from August, 1885, till January, 1886. He is a bencher of the 
Inner Temple, a magistrate fcr Surrey, and a deputy-lieutenant for 
Middlesex, and he was created a Knight Commander of the Order of 
St. Michael and St. George in 1879. 

Mr. Dunwzar Barton, barrister, has been appointed Secretary to the 

Chancellor of Lreland. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Joun Murs, advocate, has been appoined Legal Secretary 
to the Lord Advocate of Scotland. 

Mr. Tuomas Brett, barrister, has been Lecturer in Equity to 
the Incorporated Law Society for the year. 

Mr. Henry Arruve Peaxe, solicitor, of Sleaford, has been appointed 
Registrar of the Sleaford County Court (Circuit No. 17), in succession to 
his father, the late Mr. Henry Peake. 

Mr. Gzorcz Newsy Watson, solicitor, of Darlington, has been appointed 
Clerk to the magistrates for that borough, in succession to his partner, the 


late Mr. Hugh Dunn. Mr. Watson was admitted a solicitor in 1871. 


Mr. Francis Joun Haxsy Rostsoy, solicitor, of Easingwold, has been 
es Sess SS eee Board of Guardians, Assessment 
ittee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, 
on the resignation of his father, Mr. John Robinson, who is trar of 
the Easingwold County Court. Mr. F. J. H. Robinson was admitted 
solicitor in 1880. 
Mr. Writ Hayes, B.A., solicitor, of Mendip House, Highgate, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 


Cuarizs Consern, Henry Harriex Fow er, and Fasprricx Tusonatp 
Lanoxey, solicitors, Wolverhampton. June 30. So far as regards the 
said Charles Corser. ‘ 

Tomas Hexsert Epwarp Foorp aud Faancis Enwaxps, solicitors 
(Foord & Edwards), 16, Philpot-lane, London. July 27. The said Thomas 
Herbert Edward Foord will continue the practice at No. 16, Philpot-lane, 
Fenchurch-street, London, E.C. 

Epwarp Frrvoy RNEsT Fretp, and Goprrsy ALExanper Baken, 
solicitors (Futvo, ®, Field, & Baker), 23, John-street, Bedford-row. June 
30. So far as relates to the said Edward Futvoye. The said business will 
be carried on under the same style or firm by the said Ernest Field aad 
Godfrey Alexander Baker alone. (Gazette, Aug. 6.] 








OBITUARY. 


6 prising 
which a considerable part of 
the autumn of last year, after twenty 
on a pension. Mr. Serjeant Petersd 
widow of Mr. James Mallock. 


Term, 1850, and 

the Court of Chancery. Mr. Sayer was a 

He was married in 1 to the 
. His eldest son, Mr. John Sayer, jun. 
Lincoln’s-inn in November, 1875, and practises 
Mr. Sayer was buried at Arlingham on the 4th 
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was the youngest son of Mr. Theodore Trotter, of Lincoln. He served 
his articles in the office of Mr. Richard Cotton Carline, of Lincoln, and he 
was admitted a solicitor in 1881. He shortly afterwards settled at Darling- 
ton, when he went into partnership with Mr. William Robinson, and he 
also had offices at Richmond. His premature death is mourned by many 
friends, both at Darlington and at Lincoln. Mr. Trotter was buried on 
the 29th ult., at St. Peter’s, Eastgate Cemetery, Lincoln. 


MR, JOHN MONCKTON. 


Mr. John Monckton, solicitor, many years town clerk of Maidstone, died 

at that — on the 25th ult., at the age of eighty-four. Mr. Monckton 
was born in 1802. He was admitted a solicitor in 1825, and he had prac- 
tised for about sixty years at Maidstone. He was a perpetual commis- 
sioner on the county of Kent, and his private practice was a large one. 
He was appointed town clerk of Maidstone in 1838, and he held that office 
till 1875, when he was succeeded by his son and er, Mr. Herbert 
Monckton, who was admitted a solicitor in 1862. Monckton was a 
director of the Kent Fire Insurance Co. and of the Maidstone Water Co. 
He was buried at All Samts, Maidstone, on the 29th ult. His eldest son, 
Sir John Braddick Monckton, is town clerk of the City of London. 


MR. JAMES FELTHAM. 


Mr. James Feltham, solicitor, of Wymondham aud Hingham, died on 
the 3rd inst., in his seven -second year. Mr. Feltham was born in 
1815. He was admitted a solicitor in 1850, and he had ever since carried 
on —— ae at Wymondham ‘and also at Hingham, where he 

eltham had been for many years registrar of the 

ion Somat Cours Court ee No. 32), and he was also for some 

time Conservative age for the Wymondhan district. He 
had long beon in failing health, t his last illness was short. 


MR. CHARLES THOMAS WAKEFIELD PARRY. 


Mr. Charles Thomas Wakefield Parry, solicitor, proctor, and notary 
(the head of the firm of Parry, Gamon, & Farmer), died at Chester on 
the 5th inst. at an advanced age. Mr. Parry was admitted a solicitor 
in 1830, and about five years later he settled at Chester, when he became 
registrar of the Chester Consistory Court, and he subsequently 
registrar of that court. He was secretary to the late Bishop 
Graham, and he was at the time of his death in partnership with Mr. 
John Gamon, who is of the diocese and archdeaconry of Chester, 
and with Mr. Ric! ee — Ae <> are now joint cae _ 
ve em was a notary pu and he 
of the istrict ‘prs te registry at Chester since the 
Probate Act, 1857. Pie was a magistrale for the cit hy 

z ur, Parry was married in 1835 to the daughter of Mr. W: 

of Chester, but he leaves no family. 
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SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 11th inst., ai Sidney Sil mith in the chair. other directors 
sent were :— oo “= --~. Samuel Harris (Leicester), 
= Riga Frederic T. payee and 3 oot, 
secretary. A sum of £644 was distributed in grants of relief, eig new 
= were admitted to the association, and other general business was 








At the Bootle Police-court last week, Mr. John Geraghty, a member of 
the town council of that , Was summoned for having, on the 3let 
of J erg hype mendong Ey to convey a prisoner to the Bridewell. 

to the evidence pa gel —, a police-sergeant and a 

——- were eraggliog, with man, when the defendant 
fault with —= taking ae, man to the Bridewell. The 
immediately called Gecnghty see in the name of the Queen, 

assist the , but Mr. Geraghty refused to do so, saying that the 
get 2 cab ora cart. my Mr. Geraghty said that he 
asked po hy 4 man in a gg cart, and that the 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
NEILGHERRY AND SOUTHERN INDIA LANDS INVESTMENT COMPANY, I .IMITED.—By 
Kay, J., dated July 31, it was ordered that the voluntary 


win up of the company be continued. Hollams and Co., Mincing lane, 
solicitors for the petitioner 
[ Gazette, Aug. 6.] 


Baron Lresie’s CocoA AND CHOCOLATE WorkKS, LimITED.—North, J., has, by an 
order dated Aug 5, sented John Vrancis Cl Clarke, 41, Coleman st, to be ‘official 


QUARRIES, LImITED.— Petition for winding up, presented Aug. 
9, directed to be tried before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, Oct. 30. Smith and 
Son, om House, ——— for the petitioner 

Y ALKALI 'y, Liw1TED.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., 

dated J 3h it was cslenni th that the voluntary winding up of the company be 

Pritchard and Co. ., Painters’ Hall, Little aed lane, agents for 

Boote and Edgar, Manchester, solicitors for the tio 

= BRICKFIELDS CoMP MPANY, cy on io — up, presented 

9, directed to be heard before Bacon, V .C., on Saturday, Oct. 30. Smith 
and Son, Gresham House, solicitors for the ‘petitioner 

[ Gazette, Aug. 10.] 








CounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN a. 
WREXHAM LAGER BEER Company, LimiTED — By an order made by Bristowe, 
V.C., dated . =. 3, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of ths 
company be continued. Hulme and Co., Manchester, solicitors for the 


i Gazette, Aug. 6.) 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


FRIENDLY Socrery, Seven Stars Inn, Daw’s Green, Leigh, Surrey. Aug. 4 
NEW CuuB, Ship Inn, West st, Oundle, Ni orthampton. A’ 
(Gazette, Aug. 10.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Bown, JosEru, Louth, Lincoln, Gent. Sept 14. Lincoln and Lindsey Banking 
ae. Limited v Foster, sone, J de, Louth 
CHAEL, Lendal, York, Temperance Hotel Kee Sept 30. York 
City’ end x --* Banking Company, Limited v Croft, cath, . Crumble, 
or 
JORDAN, RICHARD, ; Tonbrides, Kent, Builder. Sept 30. Warner v Jordan, 
North, J. Warner, Tonbri 
Tuomas, ISABELLA MARGARET. Sept 1. Gueneey v Greenway and 
Thomas v Thomas, Kay, J. APE held Pb Plowden bdgs, Temple die tina 
[ Gazette, > 


Hazelmere Peckham, Surrey. Aug 31. Grainger v Carter 

d Carter v ta Pritchard om 4 Marshal urch st 

Woon, SypNEY MowTaGvE ALBERT, Bedford pk, Streatham, Stockbroke: Oct1. 

Tomkins v Dore, Bacon, V.C. Abrahams and Co, Old ened a 
e, 


ontlerd, qpearyan Evans, and Jonn Boucuer, Birmingham. Oct26. Boucher 
St AMES Bond, Westbourne grove, Bayswater, Lace Dealer. Aug 31. 
Japees Be Bacon, V.C. Wiikinson and Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Aanoe port, Lancaster. Sept 7. Registrar, Manchester. 
Darbishire and ester 


MvugrHy, Jamus, Chepstow, Mon, Engineer. Oct 1. Clements v Murphy, Kay, 
J. Gustard and Liewellin, Newport, Mon 
(Gasette, Aug. 10.) 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Barser, Apsatom, Brighouse, York, Plasterer. Sept 1. Barber and Oliver, 
pasre Fores, Red-Rice, nr Andover, Southampton. Aug 31. Dimond, Wim- 

peamvoor, ALI0n Grewaxr, Madras, East Indies, Oct 31, Tasker, Groat Queen 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Graney, ng 7. Pied, Suttolk. — 1 cove = Moor. D hnw y 


Connanea, Jane EvizaberTH, Wellington st, Islington. Aug 30. Watling, Oole- 
DAnDYSMIRe, J AMES, Blackrod, Lancs, Miner. Sept6. Wilson and Co, Preston 
DopsworTH, y Wore, LUMLEY, Wheldrake, York, Esq. Aug 31. Munby and 
Dunk, te. Sept 15. Daniel, te 

Prowse, JOM, Camm Campbell rd, Bromley, Lighterman pt 6. Grimes, Basing: 


Forxstzr, Right Hon Lord Gonos Oxci, WELD, Willey park, Salop. Sept 1. 
Potts and Potts, Brose 


FRESHNEY, i, Re James’ aq. Sept . Gatty and Co, Qrosby 8q 
G1BB8, GEoRaz, Bath, 
aanam, Stratford sub Cast. Aug 31. Cobb ana Smith, Salisbury 
, Mary, ght awe b, Gloucester, Aug 20. Smith, Cheltenham 
COTTE, THOMAS, i bdee, Adelphi, Solicitor. Aug 28.  Guscotte 
Fowler, fowler,’ York bags, . at 
HAMILTON, ARCHIBALD »_ Gadogan sq, Gent. Sept 1. Hallett 
parox, Hatin, Craven ee Oharin Oo, 
tLaurence Fount nm st, ivereca, Sept 1. Wynne-Baxter and 


Tie Cannon 
Peouatingy i rd, Kilburn, Gent. Sept 1, Hanbury and Co, New 


re IviImeEy, Moverstodts a Esq. t 1. Sowton, Bedford row 
ae. or 1A, Tirley, Gloucester, Aug i . and Pratt, Newport 


Aug 8. Holben, Cam 





JENKYE, x TY AUOUSEA, Great Shelf 
bridge 





Fpeveerte 


Prertee 


Eye 








rk 






































ee, MARGARET, Chapel st, Belgrave sq. Sept 17. Stevens, Queen Vic- 
my 7 WITaAM, West Cromwell rd, Engineer. Sept 7. Jackson and Co, Grace- 
church st 


MASON. FRANCIS, Brook st, Grosvenor sq. Aug 31. Mason and £2. Gresham st 
ULCASTER, GEORG! Liverpool, Saddler. in 81. Mulcaster, Liverpool 
| rn Lin | Ooravrvs oe Foe ae ter, Royal Navy. Septi. Hallett 
ttiswoode, ven 8 
ate.) BERT WYND HAM, Aramstone, nr Ross, Hereford, Esq. Sept1. Walters 
and Uo, New ee 


ton, Linen Draper. Sept 30. Woods and Dempster, 
Brighto 


PHAM, , Pateley bridge, York, Gent. Sept1, Hardy Topham, Leicester 
EA , Joun, Pateley yr Boy Guildford, Sareey. Sept 14. Blount and Co, 


Wase0r, MUND TEMPLE, Merten, Buclaingham, Esq. Sept 1. Stoneham and 

SOR pot lan lane, Fenchurch st 

Waits, Maris, St Thomas, Oxford. Sept 3. Swearse and Thompson, 
Oxfo: 


Woorron, PuriP, Metheringham, Lincoln, Publican. Oct 1. Tweed and Co, 
— [Gasette, July 30.) 
James, Northampton, Gent. Aug 23. Wright and Williams, Leicester 
Bornsit, CHAmnRS Freibe, Lip D st, Kentish Town, Solicitor. Sept 29. Boydell, 
prnom, ‘Cianias Smrrn, Ipswich, Gent. Aug 28. Aldous and Turner, 
BUEN ANNE, Leeds. Sept1. Bointon and Foster, Leeds 
orth rey Swinton, York, Gent. Aug 31. Jackson, —— 
ufacturer. t 15. Raley and 


Cakk, JOSEPH, Barnsley, York, Man Son, Barnsley 
Cons, D gees No Hykeham, Lincoln, Farmer. Oct 1. Tweed and Co, 


Comnax, J em. On , Cheriton Fitzpanie, Devon, Yeoman, Aug 18. Partridge and 
Cockra' verto! 
COLES, ELIZABETH, C Canton st, Poplar. Sept17. Muncey, Avenue rd, Regent’s 
k 


oboxe, Ex1zaners, Camerton Hall, Cumberland. Sept 11. sk toon and Mus- 


DAWsON, HENRY, Leeds, Solicitor. Oct 1. Dawson and Chapman. 
DvTTON, JOHN, Duddon, Chester, a. | Ly +S. 15. Cawley, oho ley 
Crees ae Norman, Leicester, W: ug 23. Wright and 


Hay, JAMES DE VISMES DRUMMOND, Valparaiso, Chili. Oct 1. Paterson, 


Bouverie st, Fleet st 
HazEL, GEORGE on, Hastings, Gent. Aug 31. 


Reeve, Carter lane 
Sees, GrorGE, Lightcliffe, Halifax. Sept 1, Wavell and Co, George st, 
Huxcxs, Josepu, Fordhouses, nr Wolverhampton, Gent. Sept 20. Rogers and 
ae ay Stourbri 


HOADLEY, Houatio, Hollycrott, Bournemouth, Traveller. July 26. Guillaume 
OA Hoane, Witstax O’BRYEN, Worthing, Commander, RN. Sept 2. Griffith and 


=. Brighton 

Hoxzss, Mary ANN, Christchurch, Mon. Sept 30. Davies, Moorgate st 

Hoss, Rev GrorGE Tuomas, College st, Islington. Sept 1% Coldham and 
» oe New inn, Strand 


ep gy , Hagen 29. grow and Burn, Moorgate st 
Leamington "priors, ane aE Field and Sons, Lea- 


Love, Fanny Barun, Lower aig st. Sept 1. Tatham and Co, Old 


*. ay and Son. Faversham 
Troughton and Co, 


it 1. ee tall Men. 


MILLEN, JAMES, Throwley, Kent, Farmer. 
MILLERCHIP, Mary ANN, Coventry, Ware! 
Coventry 


MorraTt, CHARLES, Lancashire, Sch gn 
ene, ROBERT, Le a Chester. Sept 21 


Pirtis, JANE CHARLOTTE, Buckland, Portsea. Sept 4. hve i Portsea 
SMITH, HENRY, Dalling g rd, Hammersmith, Esq. Sept 


Johnston and Co, 


STEVENS, WILLIAMS, Alderbury, Salop, Shoemaker. Sept 8 Hignett and 
munghes § Shrewsbury 
Taouas, Writtam Axomr, Addlestone, near Weybridge, Schoolmaster. Sept 3. 
. ugh, New inn 
Ween, Mari, Milton, near Gravesend. Aug 31. Collins and Collins, King 


Woop, CHARLES, Hurstmonceaux, Sussex, Corn Merchant. Sept 10. Sheppard, 


8 
Wooncocr, J Muserave, Low Moor, near Bradford, Furnace Manager 
Aug 31. Yowdall and Son, Bradford 
(Gasette, Aug 3,] 


ASHTON, Nol 7 aa Henry, Pianoforte Manufacturer. Aug 31. Reed and Reed, 


Basin, shall 6 
ER, THOMAS STEVENS, urst rd, Holloway, retired Licentiate of 
Medicine. t, ~ Atenburough, New walle rs Sept Fletcher, Liverpool 
tualler. 
Bryne, ea “Gatlews Teton. Gent & 


Ww, HENRY, dge, Principal Librarian, 
Brencie « and Francis, Cambri =e. 
oLeerah Emma, Clarend: n len Leamington. Sept 4. Wrightand Hassall, 


m 
Oorz, Manta, Freegrove rd, Camden rd. A . Chastion,  Opithints ne 
Qoox, EDwatin, Pevere, Be am Pett be 2 thomeon an Gent. a 30, Stanton 
PHER, Sou 
Stain [uti North Bow, Widow, Aug 3. Aung, haapal 
evre a OW, ow. ug . e 
Haun Jan, Kendal, Westmorland, Licensed Victualler, Sept 1. Thompson, 


Hastan, Josern, Birmingham Grocer. Sept 26. Jelfand Latham, Birmi hem 
Hopason, JamESs, Abbey rd, Kilburn, Gent. Sept 1. Hanbury ‘and Co, 


st 
Horrocks, Jams Woop, Moes Side, Lancs, Gent. +8. Lloyd, Manchester 
Jonxs, aS Tong Norton, Salop, Innkeeper. Bept 6. Phin and Co, 


scmme ‘Janene, Merchant. Sept 10. Worthington and Co, Hastch 
Lanz, RICHARD Lave » Bulton, Lancaster, Engine enter. ‘Aug 3. Lawson 
pad Coppock, 


towel AMUEL, Middloton, Lancaster, Silk Finisher, Septi. Brookes, Man- 


- ester 
5 Lrwis, Fanny, Bath, Ooct1, Stone and Co, Bath 
Loup, santas, Bacup, Whalley, Lancaster, Engineer, Sept 12, Shepherd and 


Lown, Ame, Talbot rd, Bayswater. Sept 90. Whites and Co, Budge row 
MEACHAM, ANN, Leominster, Septi, Lloyd and Son, Leominster 
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Jone, THOM: ‘Hepedede, Bishepsten, Glamorgan, Farmer. Aug 18, Collins Caney, Repay, Leeeningten Evie, Weruish, Galeeweman. Sept 29. Field 


Pears, yy Devon, Gent. Sept 21. Francis and Oo, 
Pymece, Bane Ame Masema, Lghem v4, Beisten Ml. Sept 1. Heather and 


Sons, Paternoster ro 
POPPLEWELL, HANNAX, Emley, York, Innkeeper. Oct 6. Bradley, Castleford, 
Sysecem, Rosme Cusntas, Igowish, Baginser, Sept 3). Notcutt and Son, 
RobEnTooN, Sanan, St Mary's crescent, Leamington, Widow. Sept 3. Wright 
Stand Jared, Pagan ene Denton, Boren, Wetew. Sept 4. Eastley 

PaGet, Lovaine crescent, Neweastle upon Tyne. Aug 
28. Griffith and Co, Newcastle Tyne 
Woerages, SHIRLEY "FonsrEs, Brighton, Barrister at law. Sept 7. Ballard, 
[ Gazette, Aug. 6.} 

Barrow, Mary Ann, Manchester, Hotel Keeper. Sept 10. Crofton and Craven, 
jeomee, GerorGE, Sheffield, Confecti: 30. Branson and Co, Sheffield 
COLMAN, Francis stl." Sope 0, "Daniel, Bristol Oct 30. Ingle and Co, 
ee Pte Bat, Thrnged, Cun. Sept 10. Rad- 
On, Haat fa Coen, Contieetck epescent, pds yh. Sept 1. Symonds 
rae i cundin ends Teen, Salecten, Sept 5. Philipson and Co, Grey 

sES, JOHN , Worcester. ster. Sept 10. Makepeace, Birmingham 
Ev. TH J 

Ame, THOMAS, Egiwyetach, Denbigh, Farmer. , -»%, David tay 
rewam, Ratpx, Southport, Lancaster, Esq. Sept 30. ba Aon a 


Gio CATHERINE, Braunston. Sept 4. Webb, Austinfriars 
GoopDE, gg get Sept 29. Thatcher, Bennett's hill, 


commons 

GREEN, HannaH. Belvidere terr, Northumberland. Sept 5. Philipson and 

Newcastle on Tyne x we 
UNNINGS, HENEY, Southampton, Clerk in Holy Orders. Oct 10. Coxwell and 


Pope, Southam: 
JAMES, pg Pembroke. Oct 7. ares Richeriow, Cardigen 
Manerarn, Janene, U Upper Osbaldestous rd, Seok Stoke  Nowhnston Chect in Holy 
Munnar, Avgusrus Goer, Jo. Whittourpark, Esq. Sept 29. Finnis and Wylie, 
Murray, Southampton, Spinster. Sept 10. Coxwell and Pope, 
Murray, Jermyn st, Major General. Sept 15. Davidson and Co, 


NEWBURY, CAROLINE, Lee, Kent. Sept21. M and Gin, Léneatet fields 
PULLER, Hany, RY, Witheridge, Doves, Gentleman. Aug 21 pd a 
neat teen Essex grove, Central hill, Upper Norwood. Sept5. Justice, 
Bernard st, 

ar: i sscatememiain cee Sept 98. Phillips, 
Srarr, yo a . oe Walker, N 
WaLrom, Guonen, 20. Hibbert, 
Veen ~- week | BW Ditton Place Gentleman. Oct 1. 
Wast, Josura Jase, Ivydene td, Shrubland rd, Dalston, Gentleman. Sept 15. 
West, Cassland rd, South Hackney 

Wautron, ELIzaBeTH, St Peter’s st, Mile End. Sept 28. Whiton, St Peter’s st, 


Mile End 
(Gazette, Aug 10.) 








LONDON GAZETTES. 





BANKRUPTCY IETOE ACT, sm, 
Famay, August 6, 1886. 

Ai ete, Leeiengh, See Leicester. Pet July 21. Ord Aug 
Alverti, Jacomo Sigeees, Sala, Cheshire, Restaurant Proprietor. Manchester. 

Pet July 30. Ord J 2 izam Aug es 1 “ Pet 

July 3t. Ord July 31 seen ghee me 

and Mindieeben Aug ®. Bua Aug oe 

er, Edward B bea 


, Ord July 31. ‘gis ng, Protham.“ironmonger, High 
stale gers Farmer. Oldbury. Pet July 5. Ord July. Exam 


, Connaught rd, Harlesden. High Court. Ord July 3. Exam 


Beretel, Themes 
bet af at 1.00 at Sy aneota's i\, = 
._— Stoekton on Tees and 
31. 


with, H Sfesbercuge, Fieme 
dies! Pet July 31. 
ener Sales ~ N Senguith Nerwich. Pet July 31. 


rere, Wii ag ey OT orwich 

neapaide, A. ao. H ant Bomund Charlee ony 
QooUun . 

artes Sree pbaldy 


8., Up 
= | Seek Gasset eters oa em 
Aug 2. exam t Beat! at $4, Linooln’s inn fields mnt 


Carter, Th: Manufacturer. Salford. July 
a rd Jul Lem se nen in cae Pet 
> Uae . 

Feu Ont Aue "Haass Gape earn stb Eine a 
Se yoy coe, Sassen, Liteneed Hastings. Pet Augé. Ord 
Davia, Barnett, Boot 
Se ierruh Setters Benoms Mesure oe 


» William Alexander, Taine 


mack, Tator, 
Pot July 31, J . Fram Beot as, Ragewten, Tutor. Hh 
ns, Pighitent and giana 


Ona Surrey, rarmer, 


a. Aug 19 at iat _ 











akan ateaneee: 
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Newcastle on Tyne. Pet July 23. 
Pee rd, “Glamorgsnshire, Grocer. Swansea. Pet July 31. 
a a Hertfordshire, Farmer. Luton. Pet Aug 2. Ord 
19 at 2 
nee’ —— Wigan, Provision Dealer. Wigan. Pet July %. Ord Aug 3. 
fan Hector, St. John’s ter, Sadlers Wells, Clerk. High Court. Pet 
Ord J Exam Sept 17 at 11.30 at 34, Lincolt’s inn fields 

dward, iat ie ‘Bytham, Lenenaaane, out of business. Peterborough. 
Cambridgeshire, “Brickmaker. 
Exam Aug 19 at 2.15 
aS eae Financial Agent. 
a, en Carpenter. Birmingham. Pet Aug4. Ord Aug 
King, 3 =e yo A Bootmaker. Carmarthen. Pet July 31. Ord July 31. 
ie! tye janie, Glamorganshire, Tailor. Swansea. Pet Aug 4. Ord 
n, Chesterfield Dechomies, Licensed Victualler, Chesterfield. 
eri  Hirmin OF 

cAnultz, Baca em, Woollen. Merchant. Birmingham. Pet Aug 
her Manufacturer. Leeds. Pet July 81. Ord 


den, Alfred Sd "high Wycombe. Buckinghamshire, 
Reon Pet July 30. Ord July 31. Exam Sept 8 at 1'.30 


» Kinestord ber terr, Seven Pisters’ 


by pS Semen, Jane Jarrow, Deraame, Builder. 


Peterborough. Pet 
Manchester. Pet July 17. 


Ord fm J, 3. Exam 
the County Hall, | 


hamshire, Butcher. a 
. Newport and Ryde. Pet July 
Leicester, Pet July 12. 
Avlesbury. Pet July 30. 





aly 31 Ona Joly ot 
, y 
Charies, N 


cester, Haberdasher. 
3. Exam Ly 18 at 10 


Warren, Henry, Fad nage, Buckinghamshire, Farmer. 
Ord July 31 oun Oe Sept 


8 at 11.90 at the County hail, Ayles 


G Susan RESCINDED 
ee. ‘Ord June 18. Rese July 8 


RECEIVIN 
Vauzhan, Henry Arthur, Cneatgg, DS 
7. ey Ellesmere, Shropshire, } Gaporyinse. Aug 13 at 2.30. Official Re- 
ver, Crypt chbrs, Chester 
erti. Jacomo Nicholas. Sale, Cheshire, Restaurant Proprietor. Aug 18 at 3. 
Offie'al Receiver. Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manc 
Andrews, Henry, West Bromwich, Paddler. 


with, Henry, Middlesborough, eames Dealer. Aug 13 at 11. Official Re- 
Albert Ee gy 


ceiver. Tes 8 itr, Be a 
py st, Gt a 
Cod’, 


ter 
Aug 23 at 10.30. Court house, Old- 


oo Aug 18 at 3.90. Official Re- 


iby, Draper, Aug 18 at 12. 

oie James Ellis, Leeds, M 
_ FE. t Andrew's anally 93, Park rcw, 
Aug 13 at 12.45. Borough and County 

5 Surre 
Fone, Sr iit: Shoemaker. Aug 14 at 10, County Court, 
Builder. Aug 21 a6 10.30. Officia)] Receiver, 
Semongenshite, Grocer. Aug i4at il. 
, Burnicy, Lancashire, Plasterer. Augi3at 3. Exchange Hotel, 
Hindle, = Wissn, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. Aug 17 at 10. County 
Hogz, William. \ West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Butcher. Aug 23 at 10.45. Court 
») 

Hole, James Giltton, Bristol, Baker. 
Holmes, Willie Charles, Birmingham, Auctioneer. Aug 17 at i1. 


ceiver, Birmingham 
Tastee, 7 Lives 


Official Receiver, 3, 
% Makers. Aug 13 at 11. 


eee beer eng pamapesa 
m Sh ete RC EAC NRO SS cam 


Official Receiver, Bank 


Official Receiver, % 
, Cambridgeshire, Brickmaker. 
— Aug 19 at 11.80, Official Re- 
Rmerrt, Glamorganshire, Builders. 
Aug 18 ati. Official 





ing, Jokn, ras © 
= and, Lougher, Glam, Tailor. Aug 17 at 11. 
ae Brictol, Buteher. Aug 2 at 10.90. Official Receiver, 

ortham, Devon, Surgeon. Avg 13 at 12, 


3, Carey et, Lincoln’s ion 
orks, Widow. Atig 18 at 3. Official Recet 


Barrow ee is Pome, Joiner. Aug 14 at 10.9, Official Re- 
ng 4 Newport Idle of Wight, lronmonger. Aug 17 at 2, Chamber 
Gaeott, orks, Hag Merchant. Aug 1504. Offielal Receiver, 
‘Bokratm, Lsheester, Haberdashor. Aug 17 st, Official Re- 


Li 15 7 ee 


Official Reeeiver, 


Official Receiver, 6, Rut- 


ane, Lelcester 
aed Hermann, ard —— 2 
1} atiz. Bankruptcy t 
mes, Brentwood, cut 
7” Merthyr Ty4fil, serbian Ang 1% at 1%. 


aa eo Warehouse Acnistant, Ang 13 


see ona ihn. SECA eee 


ADIUDICATIONS, 
Arana, Wood st, Westminster, Pramber, High Court, Pet 
avn. Siasiee Hen ad fa [eMatcccnss, rach Manutactases, Stockton on Tees 








—— 


aie Pemses Petia, Latesten, Accountant’s Clerk. Leicester. Pe June» 


rd Ji 
Bane , Cardiff, Merchant. Cardiff. Pet Apri5. Ord 
Bennetto, James, Brynhyfryd, nr Swansea, Tailor. Swansea. Bet. %. Ong 


Bradley, John, Oldham, Boot Maker. Oldham. Pet July #7. Ord Aug 3 
B dmond , Smart's yee Holborn, Mineral Water ‘acturer 
zh Court. Pa tJune ll. Ord Aug ' 
On aing, 238. e, Neweastl upon Tyne, Warehouseman. Newcastle on Tyne 
‘et June 
q Sherard d Oscar, Westbourne pk, Stockbroker. High Court, Oyj 


Aug 
Ourry, “Thomas, Hove, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Hastings. Pet Aug 4, Oni 


ug 4 

Jo Leamington, Ironmon; er. Warwick. Pet ae, | On 

Duke, Wiliam, Newark upon Trent, Builder. Nottingham. wly On 

Farley ey ;Emnest, Elatend, Surrey, Farmer. Guildford and Godalming. Pet iy 
21, 

Felce, oo: a arid, Kettering, Shoe Manufacturer. Northampton. Pet July» 


Greaves. ohn, Oldham, Licensed” Victualler. Oldham. Pet May 24. Ord J 
Grillin, Joosph. Hanley Castle, Worcestershire, Farmer. Worcester. Pe ts fs 


. 4 
Pardake aes eg rw Leeds. Poy sels o. Oud mwa, het deipn 


Ord “Aus 
~o idle, Jar mes, W. Provision Dealer. W: Pet July 30. Ord 
~ srics, ere Diswdshion’ Pelater Anies ae ary. ef fan 





nt: x) r, St John’s BS 3, See a Clerk in Office of Camber 
Hag Austin bworth, Leicestershire, Farmer. Leicester. Pet June x, 
Kpow uly 3 Dewsbury, Yorks, Wool Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet July 1, 

ager on David, Liverpool, Photographer. Liverpool. Pet Julyi2, On 
Maclient, William, Chesterfield, Licensed Victualler. Chesterfield. Pet July x, 


Molcwick, Geor Tadcaster, Grocer. York. Pet July #. Ord Jul 
Moore, Goccne Lobes, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Leeds. Pet July at St. 


ae Mason, Leeds, Grocer. Leeds. Pet June pe Ord July 31 

Morgan, James, Swansea, no occupation. Swansea. Pet June 12, a July 31 

Morgans i coe Grocer. ansea, Pet July 12, Ord July 

a ts Abea Liverpool, Cotton Broker. Liv erpoal, et Julys 

Ollerenshaw, Cha Charles, Choriton upon Medlock, Manchester. Manchester. Pe 

—_— Willa, Layer de la Haye, Essex, Bootmaker. Colchester. Pet Jun 
®, Wiliam Henry, Landore, nr Swansea, Grocer. Swansea, Pet June), 

Tille ¥ rin Daniel, Mi Market Harborough, Leicestershire, Painter. Leicester, 

Vivian, kin wt ky Falmouth, Cornwall, Draper. Truro. Pet July 1. 


wore sal alloroft, William, Broadwey, Dorsetshire, Builder. Dorchester. Pet Julyy. 


sis Rugh Covenhey. Pet July 21. Ord A 
Wile, J Merthyr a hy oe Rg rthyr Ty afl. Pet Tuly & Oni 
Yeuts d, Fleet st, Printer. High Court, Pet July 19, Ord July a1 


Robinson, » George, Basinghall 5 st, Commercial Traveller. High Court, Adjul 
June 4, uly 30 


ee Provision Merchant. Macclesfield. Adjud Julyi. 
Annul » 

TUESDAY, Aug. =, 8 1886. 
Ateo®, ney, Sheffield, Grocer. Shemeld. Pet Aug & Ord Aug 5, Exam 


1,20 
Ball , Taunton mews, Dorset Cab Proprietor. High Court, Pet 
Aue Oe nitred Ord’A UG 6. pam am Bept 24 at rk at 34, Lincoln’s ‘inn fields 

Ba istol. Hair Dresser. 


. Bristol, Pet Aug & Ori 
eee Fa Aug 20 at a9 at Gude Bea ihelL a 
ne, § Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Aug é. 


any Ay 19 at il 
‘Whit Cov ny remy Trimming Manufacturer. Coventry, Pet 
Ord Aug o. Exam Se int te 
Be , Derby pl, Old Ford, Licensed Victualler. High Court, Pe 
July 26. oa ug 4, Exam a Pon 24 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Burdett, Ji Baker. Birming 


6. Ord Aug 5. z Sept 3 at 11 > 
* m a 
Cock, > Great Dunmow Builder. Chelmsford. Pet Aug 6 Ori 


Hen 
of ‘iis. Exam A Ang, 2 at at 12 "iat Bhivehall Oh ees Gent. nt. High Cou 0 


J et 6. 3 Oct's ot ti at Bt, 
Oraditock Woerercoch, 1 Gol Mecchant Walle, Pet Ang 6 


12 at 11,30 
oubiti Wb, Hick ‘Hotborn, Musieal, Instrument “n Dealer. : High Court, Pet 
ncoln’s inn 
ey — -L, . Birmingham, Pet July 16. Ord 
abhi 10 at 11 

Daven Stretford, nr Manchester, Grocer. Salford, Pet July \. 

Ord "Exam Ord 18 et 11 
ye Bg n Aiag 4 09 prehin, Gepenter, Sealey 
Davis Thomas, hen ord, Grocer, Bradford, Pet Aug 5, Ord Aug 
Dewnon, | y Stockton on on Tos Fess, on t of  pusinces. Stockton on Tees and 

e re ug 2 
ma Willats, Brighton, Tailor. kate co AngS. Ord Aug, Bssm 
neve, Wo rles, Asta Nie Yorks, Tailor. Dewsbury. Pet Aug 4. Ord Aug 
4, 
sly. Ord Buemagnen me 3 Mail Manufacturer. Worcester, Pet 
. ) 

Joh heaton, hitom, Chalo Tage weet +1 ton, Schoolmistress, Brighton, Pet Aug 

Kati a 
vin "hoor ge, by dena doulam, Bultaer. Greenwich, Pet Aug 5. Ord Aug 5, Esau 
, Lanark Yilles, Pedds Widow. i! h Court. Pet June? 

Ang 8. xamn Mepys 24 LAncoln's { 

Lawrence, John Ohaties, a ero, Kent, Basse lll Rochester. Pet 


Aug 6. A 4 
Lister, Mamuel, } Stites. Worsted Spinner, Halifax. Pot Aug 6. Ord Aug® 
Exam Aug 

















ft 12. 33, ae eS neoln’s inn 
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Marsh, William, 9 t4 Cut Nail Mamufactarer. Manchester. Pet Aug 5. 


Ord Aug 5. 
usgtave, Thomas, are ha? Cumberland, Fatmer. ockerm: /— 
mer Teton. Pet Aug 6. Ord Aug 7. Exam Aug 26 s¢ ti at Court 
Nook st, Wor! in 
‘ mas. weomen st, Southwark, Farmer. Court. Pet Aug 5. 
by iy Es fxm 24 at 11.90 at 34, Lincoin’s tam ais 


e, William Lister Sh Selly pk, nr Birmingham, Gent. Birmingham. 
Pe July 3. Ord Aug 6. Exam A 


ng 81 
, David, Cannock, Staffordshire, Carpenter. Walsall. Pet Aug 5. Ord 
Pilpbury, omin Aug 2 af 9 


.. eo Henry, Oardift, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet Aug5. Ord Aug5. Exam 


hards, ord rd, West Ham, Essex, Corn Dosis. Court. Pet July 22. 
wn - 4, "Hxam Sept 24 a 24 at 11.90 at 84, I Lincoln tne tenas Fu 


ue or tmaker. hanger. Pet July 23. Ord Aug 
a Exam a he 2 vy ii vat the Peltieone. Bangor " 


Rowe, Edward, am, Norfolk, Plumber. . ing’s begs Leen Pet Aug 4. Ord 
mise puny, dstone, Schoolmistress. Gaidstome Pet Aug4. Ord Aug5. 


mBopt sata Victualler. Birmingham. Pet Aug 4. 
notte car 2 at2 = 


, JO0se} Sendrcombe Richmond, Grocer. 
sno, Sen Pet A’ ee Ord wer Exam ™ 4 


dler. Cardiff. Pet Aug 4. Ord Aug 4. Exam 


Smith, Henry, Cardiff, Shi 
Bal eae ee Ord Ang 5. pt 16 tia Tiscsert 
ells. — a 

guthe William, Irthling ugh, Northainpto oot Manufacturer. North- 
ampton. Pet ye anos ae 

Steed, James, = omas maas Dyce Stent i, Miranda da rd, Holloway, Builders. High 
Court. Pet A a 6. Exam Oct 1 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s fields 

Sturgess, Henry, pen. Staffordshire, late Farmer. Burton on t. Pet 
Aug 4. Ord yh oe LM 

Tay! ae yg neston = panies, La th Render. Kingston, sega Pet Aug 


pt 
Hf thE Ae Liverpool, Stationer. Liverpool.. Pet Aug 3. 
Exam Aug 19 at 12 at ourt House, Government pes. Victoria st, i 


Tamer, sy yee Whitby, Painter. Stockton and Middlesborough. Pet 
ug 


Aug 
Utting, Jee. jue Little tle Melton, ne Norfolk Farmer. Norwich. Pet Aug?. Ord 
Aug?. Exain Oct6 at 12 at Shirehall, Norwich 
Warth 3 Willies Thomas, Wainfieet All Saints, Linc, Corn Merchant. Boston. 
Pet Aug Ord Aug5. Bxam Sept 6 at 12 
Webster, ve Villian, Southport, Lancashire,  eetneen Liverpool. Pet Aug 5. 
_ Aug 5. Exam Aug 19 at 12at Court house, Government bldngs, Victoria 


verpool 
Wells, Edward, and George Cope Dizon usually known as “— —+ ptish 
st, Shoreditch, Iron Merchants, jourt. Pet Aug 5. O) 
Sept 24 at 11.80 at 34, Lincoln’s inn ig 
bi — oh J —- e Hole, Durham, Implement Maker. Durham. Pet Aug 6. 
Exam ‘Aug 24 at 2.30 


First M&etrxn 
Adams, Arthur, Loughborough. Eieitehibin nt 18 at 3. Official Receiver, 28, 
Friaf lane, Lelocstes : 


Anderson. san eyiilinae John, Carnforth, Lancashire, Watchmaker. Aug 17 at 1.30. 
Offidial Receiver, Whitehall chmbts, 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Atkins, ah, irmingham Chandelier ufacturer, Aug 18 at 2. Official 
ver, 
Batchelor, / ry Bristol, Hair Dresser. Aug 19 at 3.30. Official 
Receiver, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 
Bell, David, Newcastle on on agar Shoemaker, Aug 20 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 

















Pink lan pict, 5 
Brewster, "vom East De reham, Norfolk, Gunsmith. Aug 21 at 1. Official 
Receiver, 8, st, Norwich 
B; pat, Sepere per sing st 3 Rathbone pl, Victualler. Aug 20 at 12. 38, Carey st, 
ncoln’s 


Cantwell, Thomas William, Summertown, Oxford, Plumber. Aug 20 at 11.30. 
Official Receiver, 1, Saint Aldates, Oxford 


Coon, Joseph Samuel, Mile End rd, Baker. Aug 20 at 11. 388, Carey st, 
Lineoln’s inn 


Craven, Albert By Probrmg ~ B Am Aug 17 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Sou aicetiel 
om, ita Eebsal rd Corn av Aug 18 at 12, Bankruptcy bldgs, 
‘Thomas, Hove, Buasex, Licensed Victualler. Aug 18 at2. 40, Robertson 
Davenge ~~ Stretford, nr Manchester, Grover. Aug 20 at 11.90, Off 
pe sons Ogden's ch chmbrs, brs, Bridge st amerocter rs = = 
avidson, He ’ x 9 30. 
Receiver, 3, Bastgate, Bat Barnsley ne eee ee Pam, See 


Davies, Richard, Llanwonn’ Giamorgenshite, Carpenter. Aug i9at12. Off 
Recek er, Mer Tydfil ig om a 


Davis, Thomas, Gir on, » Bradford, Grocer. Aug 18 at 11. Official Receiver, 





81, Manor row, Brad 
William, Brighton, Tailor. Aug 19 at12. 389, put st, Brighton 
_ snes, 1, Fame ence unknown, Tailor, Aug 18 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
coln’s inn 


— Bkichard, , Sunbury, no occupation, Aug i? at 4. Magpie Hotel, Sun- 
esex 
h, Joseph Sanders, Torrington, Devon, Grocer. Aug 17 at 12.15. George 
Parl, Jone Hotel, Victoria ste Bristo ¢ on ° 


Feber, Artin, London rd, Clapton, Licensed Victualler, Aug 17 at i. 88, 


—., — Benjamin, » Liverpool, Shipowner. Aug i8 at2. Official Receiver, 


Gibbons, Christopher Ber Benjamin, Ipswich, Ironfounder. Aug 2% at19. Official 
ver, 2, W. sage at, Ipswich 
Hadley, William Frederick, Bromsgrove, Nail Manufacturer. Aug 20 at 11, 
Receiver, Wo 
Ma apa, J jun, Baldock, Hertfordshire, Farmer. Aug 18 at 1. The Lion Hotel, 
Hardaker hn, Beersel . rive: g 
chtra, ai, ee Leeds, Be pe ler, Aug 1S8ati1. Officth] Receiver, St Andrew's 


ey, James, Bishop's Stortford, Hertfordshire, Corn Dealer, 
Maat Arts eed enn tend, ertfo » Corn Dealer, Aug 17 at 11, 


John Merten Fenchurch st, Archite ot. Aug 19 at s 
RE st, Lincoln's inn . # 19 at 12. Bankruptey 
J 


»R., Newsham park, noar Liverpool, Wine Merchant. 8 
Official iver, 96 «Victor in st, ‘ Liverpool r s : COR FF RS 
rhe 


» avenue, Hammersmith, Licensed Victualler, Aug 18 
Saal ree Ai a Honborough, Kent, Bargoowner. Aug at 11.90. 


Unter, Sam ovchest« 
hallo 


pel, Tadtfan. Aiton, Worsted Spinner, Aug 18 at 10.90. Offctal Receiver, 
ay at 


Payne. 


Rowe: Edward, 
Russell, ran 


Alcock, Henry, 


July 30. 
Barker. 
Bennell, Edmuni 


Browne, 
we James, 
Ord A 


Cochlin, 

—, Richard’ 

oan William, 
Aug 6 


July's. 


June 11. 


olland, 


Jeon Ties 


Jones, Neurice, M 
a 


June 7. Ord A 

Mus' yry 

1%, Onl Aug 6 
Thomas, 


ES 


ug Tt 





atoon, Mile End, Boot . ; 
» ah bdgs, Portugal st, Lino x. . = Manufacturer, Aig % at il 


3% Onl Aug é 


illiam, 
B st, ee 
“ee nee, Thre s chbs, Bie uae : eesenger at 7 de 
Miles, Archibald Cooke we 


Mark. o- , Farmer. Oldbury. 
Black, Henry Wetherston, eat Bhi | 
ues Fase 
Brapley, Edward, Lansdown House, nr Bath, Breeder. Bath. Pet June 3. 


illiam Lewis Clifton, is Gout. Pet July 3t-t Ceattaciay, Qaeen st, 
ide, Accountants. 7. = Ord Aug 4 


Dawson, Matthew, S 


, Stockton on pest, 
Middlesborough. Pet Aug4. Ord 


are a’ 
boat, Pes Seneee. : 
Senn Db Coillam Mamchester, Financ Ageat, Manchester, Pet July 17. Ord 


jenneon Josep! wee, Moutoumery, Tnneeper, * Rewvowa Pet ug 4. Ord Anr é 


June 96. ont Ave 5 
ta, W 


t, William, Chesterfield, Licensed Victualler. Augi7 at 3. Angel Hotel 


Charles, C ar st. Cross, Bat Manufacturer. Aug 
12, Ban st, ’s inn 
W: Cat Nail Manufacturer. Aug 19 at 3. Official 





Leonard’s-om- Sea, Solicitor. hag 17 ot 12. Official 


Dorhcuse, Mason, Leds, Grocer. Aug 18 st 12. Official Receiver, St Andrew's 
wat sis che Kaward, fd, Nofbiton, Artist. Ang 17 at 2% Griffta 
eee tne Walter, High Wycombe, Upholsterer. Aug 21 at 11.30. Official 

St Aldates, 


, Manufacturer of Iron Tea Trays. Aug 19 at 4. 


Receiver, 
Pearse, Walter. Reading, Tailor. Aug 18 at 3, Official Receiver, 109, Vietoria 
Pilsbury, David, Cannock, Staffordshire, Carpenter. Aug 19 at 11.15. Official 
Pinckney, John ae es See, Oe Aug 18 at 11.30. Official 
Robinson, Vincent Albion er comune eevee, Aug 18 at 12 
See tham, orfolk, Plumber. Aug 21 at 12. Official Receiver, 


Maidstone, Schoolmistress. Aug 19 at 3. Official Receiver, 


oes aes art Hicl Barton ot Warwickshire, late Farmer. Aug 19 at 12. 


Nurse. Aug19at1?%. 33, Carey st, Lincotn’s inn 


Townsend, Francis, i, Whitechapel High st st, Haberdasher. Aug 20 at ii. Bank- 
rnuptcy ~* Portugal st, 
Utting, Jo! ri, Norwich Melton, Norfolk, . Aug 2 at 3.30. Official Re- 


Whatley, Thomas, De Homqateed, Ovwkeeper, Aug ® at 12. 
faa Laos Pottued st etncata 


Sheffield 


Grocer. Bheiield. Pet 
Alsopp, John Hadtield, te ee “Olihane Pet I Ord 
Aug 
i cunt aaeete ae Manchester. Pet 


uly 
Farmce, Ayleburg: Bee Jin Pet sing 16, Ord Ang 5. 


8t Helen's, Comaission Agent. High QGourt. Pet May 1s. 


Sparkbrook, Birmiagham. Pet Aug 5. 


verpeel, Ex Ly or teas Pet pau 3. Ord Augé 
enry, if Chelmsf Pet June 3. Ord 


MeAIB Pap bi on “Sek Cate, Pet July 2 Ord 
out of business. Stockton on Tees and 


4 
De 2 Basher, a erie Sy W. st. St James's, Wine Merchant. High Court. 
vit Grosge Hopkinson, Sheffield, Auctioneer. Sheffield. Pet Juneat, Ori 


A 

Evans Dovid. Pernfale, Glamorganshire, Ironmonger. Pontypridd. Pet July 
16. 

Foster, Charlotte, address unknown, Spinster. High Court. Pet June iz. Oni 


ae Swaneen. Licensed Victualler, Pet July 17. Ord Augé 
Eecoeie ~~ beg ee Nottingham, Pet Tit. 7. Ord Aug? 
Gillingham,‘ ng Davi R eovil, Pet July 
Green, Joaeph \ Georee, Abridge, near Romfonl, Carpenter. Chelmsford. Pet 
wot Daniel, Gee Mansel, Glamorganshire, Grocer, Swansea. Pet July 31. 


Hanbury, Geral. not resident in England, Underwriter. = Cvurt. Pet 
Teta Gilbert, iibert, Rochdale, Printer. Oldham. Pet J 
illiam 


enry, Pembroke 8q, Kensington, Bui Ag noes. Pet 


Hh hes, co Herbert «Mainwaring Vaughan, address unknown. High Court. Pet 





late Licensed Victualler. 


ankecper. ~, Ord Auz 7 
Skeismergh, nr Kendal, Farmer. June 4 Ord 


ug 6 
oe on Charlies, Queenborough, Kent, Batgeowaer, Rochester. Pet 
rd Aug 6 


Lee, John, Han Matey, Willian, Bours oe m Tureen. Pole. Rah Ai thief: bag, LAugs 


and wy ey eee “4 
High Court ‘Pet Junett” Ord Aug t — 
wee , Manchester, Out Nail Manufactures. oatheee ss Aue s. 


ord 
Morton, Jc address unknown, Chandelier Mannfecturer. Birmingham. Pe: 





8 
er’s row, Whitechapel, Engineer. High Court. Pet June 
Neweomen st, Southwark, Farmer, High Oourt. Pet Aug 5 


oN I Gearee, address unknown, out of business, High Oourt. Pet Apoil 21. 


Liantwit juxta Neath, Glam, Farmer, Neath. Pet July » 
. Longridge, near Preston, Prevision Dealer, Preston. Pet 
Lavenham, Suffolk, Engineer. Colchester. Pet June & Oni 


pre ment Watohmatker. pone ye & Ord Aurs 


» Pervuly 
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— , David, Cannock, Staffordshire, Carpenter. Walsall. Pet Aug5. Ord 
Robinson, Edward, Torquay, Dealer in Fine Arts. Exeter. Pet July 19. Ord 


Rose, Thornton heath, Builder. Cuarden, Pet June7. Ord July 30 
Birmingham, a seerares 


—. Licensed Victualler. Pet Aug 4. 
Slater. Thomas Wiliam, and George Henry Smith, Cardiff, Furniture Dealers. 
William. aly 15. Ord ae wetamptentine, Boot Manufacturer. 


Ni ’ Pet Augé. Ord Aug 
Thomas, George, Wingate, Durham, , ir Sunderland, Pet June24, Ord 


Thom John, Liv Stationcr. Liverpool. Pet Aug3. Ord Aug5 
Fence lake Bash eas Merchant. Dewsbury, Pet July #2. Ord 
witha, Painter. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 


Wilkinson. 
Pet Augé. Ord A 
say Wainfleet All Saints, Lincolnshire, Corn Merchant. 
Boston. pt Angs Ord Ang 
Veet Robert, Cwmbran, Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon. Pet July 24. Ord 
Webster, Wi William, Southport, Lancashire, Engineer. Liverpool. Pet Aug 5. 
Williams, Htobert, Mochnant, Denbighshire, Grocer. Newtown. Pet July 8. 
Ord Aug 








- SALES wg Hag eng! 0. 9 the 
Aug. 16.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, & on remises, at 1 ‘ 
Mi: Effects ineo advertisement July 3, 7 ~ 
ep te ny = 'ARMER, & ¢ Relverwaren, ot the Mart, 
CS sapere (see advertisement, Aug. 7, p. 4, and this 
ane! 18.—Messrs. Marsn, Mruver, & LANGTON, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Lease- 
held Properties erties (ore advertisement. July 2%, p. 4). - +5 
Ane. tw ig NEWsON, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Security (see advertisement, 
ug. 7, D. 





— 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


CHALMERS.—July 13, at Gorgetown, .-k -™ of Sir David Patrick Chalmers, 
Wamrronn ~ Aue sa aamaem wife ‘of W. L. 
'RENFORD.—. ‘8 e wife ‘o! 
Sx cakes. fae 


Serr at Gardift, to Whine i at, a pin My y Oy Bie 

















DEATHS. 
Hosa —J uly 22, at erate ae gn eaene, John Holdship, of the 
Paner.—Aug at Chester, Charles T.W. Parry, .P., Registrar of her Majesty's 


Court bate. 
Srome Ane. 7, at Hare-court, Temple, Charles John Stone, barrister-at-law, 





The & to the Soxrcrrons’ Jounwat te—Town, 268. ; Country, 
28s. ; with the Waexty Rerorrsze, 528. Payment in advance includes 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volume 

bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Where di, ts experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the ve it de requested that application be made direct to the 


Publisher 
All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 


authenticated by the name of the writer. 
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cations, 













Rosewell, Midlothian, and 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
witb the excess of fat extracted. 

The Facul mounce it “* the most nutritious, per- 


fectly > Soren Se for ancheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” ' 
commended by the entire Medical Press. 


rocers, 
Charities on Special Terms the Sole Proprietor. 
H. cece smart ag ny Ae Am ye W.c 


INTEMPERANCE, 
SOLMAN HILL HOUSE RETREAT, 


HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 








Licensed wnder the Act of 1879, for Ladies only. 
Terms from £2 2s. per week. 
Apply to the rietors, Kgr & Dz DENNE, Towns- 
2 eee ” 





HODGKINSON & CO.’S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP 
and other PAPERS. 

THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS 
Can be obtained through all Stationers. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA 
The best Remedy for 
ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE 
GOUT and INDIGESTION, 
And safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions, Ladies 
Children, and Infante, 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA 











EDE AND SON, 
ROBE Pa 4 MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her p-.. the Lord Chancellor, the moa of the 
idiial Boneh, Corporation of of London, &e 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSBL AND BARRISTERS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS; 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Cler! 
” and Clerks of the Peace, m 


CORPORSTION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONEBS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON E.C. 








Law Copying and Engrossing. 


Sunde ont Writings 


LAW PRINTING. 


STATEMENTS OF CLAIM ad DEFENCE, AFFI- 
DAVITS, and Stor PLEADING, Printed at 1s. — folio. 
DEEDS, CONVEY ANCES, MOWTGAGES, &c., Printed 
orm for 
allowed for cash on caneed accounts. 


LITHOGRAPHY. 


ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS. PETITIONS, DRAFTS 
MINUTES oF (EVIDEN CE, Lithographed 


‘ IAx or serares,  SFEOITICATIONG, BUILD 
with accuracy and depaten. aes 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Bamples and Catalogues sent post-free, 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


HOWARD'S PATENT. 
Stronger and more durable than any other 
Letter Copying Books now made. 
THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESSION 

Price List UPON APPLICATION 


WODDERSPOON & CO,, 


7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STREET 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 


UBNISH you HOUSES or APABT: 








F. MOEDER, 249, and 250, Tottenham-cour 
road, and 19, 20, 21, Morwell-street, W. Esta 


ALSO for HIRE ONLY. == 
fO H.B.H. THE PRINCE OF WALI. 


> eee AND 00.8 OWN SAUOE. 


sours, PRESERVED PROVISION# 
POTTED MEATS and YORK and i GAME 
PIS, also 

















}{SSENCE OF BEEF, BEEF TBs, 
4 


eae 


i UBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 








QP ROLALETING for INVALIDS 








OAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 
Bole address, 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIB W 

















